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INTRODUCTION 
During the past decade occupancy rates in undergraduate residence halls have been 
decreasing. The decline in occupancy occurs even though total enrollment at institutions of 
higher education continues to increase. A review of enrollment statistics revealed that the 
number of high school graduates enrolling in college decreased, while the number of adult 
students, age 25 and older, and part-time students increased (Department of Education, DOE, 
1991). These enrollment trends are partially responsible for the reported decrease in residence 
hall occupancy, as older and part-time students are less likely to reside in undergraduate 
residence halls. 
Solving the problem of declining occupancy is paramount for the affected residence hall 
operation because student room and board fees provide the exclusive source of fiinding for 
operating and capital expenditures. The short-term failure to sustain adequate levels of 
occupancy may require residence hall administrators to raise room and board rates above 
normal inflationary requirements. Continuing residents would compensate for the lost revenue 
through higher rates. Facility closures and employee reductions could result from a long-term 
failure to control declining occupancy. 
Residence hall administrators attempting to mitigate declining occupancy have had to 
become more consumer-oriented. A new awareness of the student as consumer has resulted 
in the upgrading of informational sales media mailed to new students and the provision of 
expanded services. Some of the service improvements offered include special-interest 
housing, single-occupancy rooms, variable-board plans, access to computer services, and 
increased recreational and educational opportunities (Association for College and University 
Housing Officers-International, ACUHO-I, 1991; Moen, 1988). The goal of implementing 
these service improvements is to house a higher percentage of enrolling freshmen and to retain 
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a higher percentage of those students already living in the halls. Studies related to retention 
and the residence halls generally have been concerned with the degree to which student 
persistence in college was influenced by a student's choice of housing. However, theoretical 
models developed to explain the student dropout process have taken broader institutional 
views in which choice of residence is one of many variables. 
The most recent theoretical model of student dropout behavior was that formulated by 
Tinto (1975). The Tinto model describes a process in which a student's decision to drop out 
or persist at any given time is influenced by the individual's entering background 
characteristics, expectations and motivations regarding college attendance, and the academic 
and social systems of the institution. The strength of the student's expectations and 
motivations influence the level of goal and institutional commitment held by the student. Goal 
commitment was described as the level and intensity with which a student pursues an 
academic goal. The predisposition a student holds toward an institution and the willingness to 
commit time and money toward academic and career goals define institutional commitment. 
The Tinto model also describes two forms of integration into the college environment: 
social integration and academic integration. The level of integration experienced by a student 
subsequently influences and modifies the student's goal and institutional commitment. The 
model recognizes many levels of complex interactions between student characteristics, 
commitments, and integration, which in turn influence a student's decision to drop out or 
persist in college. 
In 1988, Tinto revised the student dropout model by recognizing that other events can 
lead to dropping out during an academic career (Tinto, 1988). Borrowing from a study on 
tribal rites of passage (Van Gennup, 1960), Tinto argued that as students move away from 
home and the influence of family and friends, they experience the effects of separation and 
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isolation, they evolve from old norms and responsibilities to new ones, and eventually are 
incorporated as full members of the new college community. The longitudinal process leading 
to student incorporation can be interrupted at various points during the academic career. 
Therefore, the events leading to student dropout within the first months of the college 
experience should not be considered similar to events leading to dropout two or three years 
later. 
Several studies were undertaken to test the validity of the Tinto dropout model. These 
studies attempted to operationalize concepts described in the model and to develop an 
instrument that investigates the influence of relevant variables on student persistence and 
dropout behavior. Pascarella and Terenzini (1979) tested for the effects of interaction 
between student characteristics and the dimensions of social and academic integration. The 
study results show that the inclusion of interaction variables contributed significantly to 
successful group discrimination of persisters from dropouts. For men, the final model 
consisted of the five main integration dimensions plus five interaction variables. The model 
for women consisted of the main effects plus seven interaction variables. 
Development of an instrument to predict the likelihood of a student dropout decision 
was the goal of Pascarella and Terenzini (1980). The instrument, a multidimensional measure 
of academic and social integration, demonstrated a significant ability to discriminate among 
persisters and voluntary dropouts. The results of the study provided criterion-related 
evidence of validity of the major dimensions of the Tinto model (Pascarella & Terenzini, 
1980). 
Generalizing the results of the student dropout studies to other institutions was an 
expressed concern among the researchers. The possibility of differences existing in the social 
and academic environments among institutional types was expected. Pascarella and Chapman 
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(1983) confirmed that social integration was a stronger influence on persistence at 4-year 
residential institutions, while academic integration was more important at the commuter 
institutions. 
The perceptions held by students about the processes leading to persistence decisions 
were evaluated through a qualitative approach by Christie and Dinham (1991). Their study 
revealed how experiences external to the college community interacted with institutional 
experiences to influence social integration. The findings further supported the rites of passage 
concepts described by Tinto (1988), in which the ability to integrate successfully into a new 
community was facilitated by separation from membership in the previous community. 
No studies or models to explore occupancy in the residence halls were found. Hence, 
Tinto's (1975) theoretical model for student dropout was adapted for this study. The 
population of interest was upperclassmen who reside or have resided in the Iowa State 
University (ISU) residence halls. Upperclassmen account for less than 27% of the resident 
population and represent a potential source of additional occupants. Samples selected include 
a group of upperclassmen living in the residence halls and a comparison group of 
upperclassmen living off campus but who had previously lived in the halls. 
The purpose of this study is to identify factors that caused upperclassmen to choose to 
remain in the residence halls or that caused one-time residents to decide to leave the residence 
halls. Information obtained from this study may be useful in directing future life-style 
accommodations, student services, and marketing efforts The definition of terms listed in the 
next section are used in the context of this residence hall study. 
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Definition of Terms 
For the purposes of this study the following definitions are being used; 
Iowa State University's Peer Land Grant Institutions. A group of land grant state 
universities that are considered similar to ISU and provide reasonable sources of comparisons 
for information typically generated by institutional research offices. The peer institutions are: 
University of Minnesota, Texas A&M, Michigan State University, North Carolina State 
University, University of Purdue, University of Illinois, University of California-Davis, Ohio 
State University, University of Wisconsin-Madison, and the University of Arizona. 
Residence Hall Persisters. Undergraduates who resided in the halls Fall 1990 and 
continued their residency without interruption during the spring and fall academic terms 
through Fall 1993. 
Residence Hall Dropouts. Undergraduates who resided in the halls Fall 1990 and 
moved to ofF-campus accommodations at some point after the Fall of 1990. 
Upperclassmen. Undergraduate students qualifying for the academic classification of 
junior or senior. 
Limitations of the Study 
The population for this study consisted of undergraduate students at ISU who met the 
following conditions; 
1. The student resided in an undergraduate residence hall at the end of Fall 1990 and 
Spring 1991. 
2. The student resided in an undergraduate residence hall during Fall 1993, or the 
student resided in off-campus accommodations during Fall 1993. 
3. The student has been enrolled continuously at ISU since Fall 1990. 
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The factors identified in this study that facilitate or impede dropouts fi-om the residence 
halls may not be generalizeable to dropouts fi-om residence halls of other institutions. 
Significance of the Study 
Enrollment figures for institutions of higher education show that enrollment has 
increased 11% between 1980 and 1989 (DOE, 1991). Some residence hall operations during 
this same period of time experienced steep declines in occupancy. An examination of 
residence hall occupancy figures, from public four-year institutions in the Big Eight 
Conference and ISU's peer land grant institutions, reveal 14 residence hall operations 
experienced declining occupancies and only 3 reported occupancies to be increasing between 
1983 and 1989. The total net loss in occupancy was 13% for this reported time period 
(Frederiksen, 1983-1992). Factors contributing to the loss of occupancy were the decreasing 
enrollment of high school graduates, the increasing enrollment of adult and part-time students 
who typically do not reside in the undergraduate residence halls, and the lack of retention of 
upperclassmen. 
Maintaining or increasing residence hall occupancy may be accomplished through 
strategic plarming efforts aimed at increasing the number of residents entering the residence 
halls, retaining a greater number of existing residents, or through a combination of both 
strategies. An expansion of upperclassmen numbers could more than offset the declines 
resulting fi'om lower numbers of incoming freshmen. A failure to halt the slide in occupancy 
could lead some residence hall operations to convert facilities to other institutional purposes, 
to close facilities, and to layoff personnel. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Declining occupancy has been a persistent problem for many residence halls during the 
past decade. Between the years 1983 and 1992, residence halls within 18 universities 
comparable to Iowa State University (ISU) experienced an overall 13% decline. Declining 
occupancy can be attributed to the changing demographics of students entering institutions of 
higher education, actions by state legislatures to raise the legal drinking age, increased 
competition from ofF-campus housing, and an expressed desire by students for less structure 
and bureaucracy in their living arrangements. 
Residence hall occupancy can be affected positively by increasing the number of 
students entering the system or by retaining students already housed. This study investigated 
the adaptation of a student dropout model designed to explain the dropout process from 
institutions of higher education to a residence hall environment. The focus of the investigation 
was to identify factors which cause upperclassmen to decide to remain in the residence halls 
when the majority of upperclassmen move to off-campus accommodations. 
The selected framework for this study was the model of the student dropout process 
postulated by Tinto (1975). Tinto's model provides a theoretical basis for explaining why 
students drop out from institutions of higher education. Because no studies or models were 
found to explain the retention/dropout of students from the residence halls, Tinto's model 
provides a conceptual starting point for this study. Therefore, the first section of this chapter 
will review Tinto's student dropout model and studies designed to test the model's validity. 
The second section will describe the student enrollment trends between 1970 and 1989 that 
spurred the renewed interest in college student retention. 
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Student Dropout 
Although an extensive body of literature exists on student dropouts from institutions of 
higher education, as evidenced by the review of Pantages and Creedon (1978), Tinto (1975) 
found the literature to be more descriptive of the dropout process rather than explaining why 
dropout occurs. He believed the failure to explain the causes of dropout was related to the 
lack of a theoretical model to guide research efforts. In this regard, Tinto (1975) developed a 
model that describes the processes of interaction between an individual with given background 
characteristics, motivations, and expectations, and the social and academic environments of 
the institution. The degree of integration attained by the student leads to a decision to persist 
or drop out. The model also differentiates between different types of dropouts. 
Tinto incorporated into his model theories from the fields of social psychology and the 
economics of education. From social psychology, he utilized Durkheim's theory of suicide. 
Durkheim's theory holds that suicide is more likely to occur when individuals are integrated 
insufficiently into society. The lack of integration is manifested for the individual by highly 
divergent views on values and insufficient interaction with members of the society. Tinto's 
model views the college environment as a social system with its own values and social 
structures. Voluntary withdrawal from that system can be viewed as analogous to a form of 
suicide. From the field of economics of education, the theory of cost-benefit analysis was 
borrowed. Tinto (1975) suggested that a person has a tendency to withdraw from college 
when "an alternative form of investment of time, energies, and resources will yield greater 
benefits, relative to costs, over time than will staying in college (p. 97). Inclusion of the cost-
benefit theory was to acknowledge that decisions about leaving college may be affected by 
factors from outside the college social system. The model holds that factors external to the 
college environment that influence a decision to withdraw from college are observed generally 
through modifications to the student's goal and institutional commitments. 
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The process leading to a dropout decision, as described by Tinto's model, begins as 
students enter college with preexisting sets of individual characteristics, predispositions, 
educational expectations, and motivations for educational achievement. The model defines 
these expectations and motivations as goal and institutional commitment. Goal commitment is 
prescribed by the level of academic achievement sought by the student and by the intensity 
with which that achievement is pursued. Institutional commitment is determined by a 
student's predisposition toward the institution and through financial and time commitments 
made in achieving educational and career objectives. The model proposes that a student's 
background characteristics and goal and institutional commitments influence the student's 
ability to perform in college as well and his/her ability to integrate into the social and academic 
systems. Social integration was described by Spady (1970) as consisting of two parts. First 
was the degree to which a student possessed the attitudes, interests, and personality 
dispositions that are compatible with the attributes and influences of an institution's 
environment. Second was the ability to establish close relationships with others in the college 
environment. Academic integration was defined by Tinto (1975) as the ability of a student to 
satisfy academic standards and to perceive congruence with the academic norms of the 
institution. The level of integration experienced by the student subsequently influences and 
modifies the student's goal and institutional commitment. The model would predict that a 
student entering college with low levels of goal and institutional commitment and who fails to 
integrate successfully would be a high-risk candidate for dropping out. 
In an attempt to clarify the longitudinal character of the student dropout process, Tinto 
(1988) suggested that "the longitudinal process of student persistence, and by extension the 
process of student departure, can be envisioned as being made up of distinct stages through 
which new students must typically pass during the course of their college careers" (p. 439). 
The basis for his argument was drawn from the field of social anthropology and studies on the 
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rites of passage in tribal societies. Tinto believed researchers were failing to take into account 
the possibility that factors affecting student dropout during the first six months of college 
were different than those factors affecting dropout at other periods during a student's career. 
The rites of passage in tribal societies were used to impart the beliefs and norms of the 
tribe to the next generation. The rites served to move individuals fi^om one group 
(adolescents) to another (adults) and help ensure the stability of the society. The rites were 
classified into three stages described as separation, transition, and incorporation (Van Gennep, 
1960). Separation served the purpose of removing an individual from past group associations 
and group norms. Transition was a period for interacting with new group members, learning 
and obtaining skills for fijture roles in the new group, and for ensuring that past associations 
were clearly broken. Incorporation of an individual was manifested by acceptance of the new 
group's culture and acquisition of fiall member rights and responsibilities. Incorporation often 
was heralded by formal ceremony. 
The rites of passage framework provides another way of viewing student integration 
into a college community. Students entering college must contend with the separation fi-om 
parents and fnends, learn the roles and expectations required by their new environment, and 
eventually incorporate into their new academic community. Unlike tribal communities, 
students entering college do not have the formal rituals and ceremonies to guide their 
interactions into the social and academic realms of college (Tinto, 1988). The addition of this 
time dimension to the original model suggests that student dropout may occur at different 
times (stages), resulting from different problems. Therefore, Tinto (1988) argues that the lack 
of integration is not related solely to a lack of incorporation. A student may fail to integrate 
due to unsuccessful attempts to separate from past associations and/or to make the transition 
to new associations. 
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To test the validity of Tinto's (1975) model of student dropout, Pascarella and Terenzini 
(1979) investigated the main and interaction effects of social and academic integration and 
student background characteristics on freshmen voluntary dropout decisions. Also 
investigated were interactions occurring between the measures of social integration and 
academic integration and between student-faculty relationships and student entering 
characteristics. 
Pascarella and Terenzini (1979) obtained a simple random sample of 1,905 persons from 
the population of incoming freshmen at Syracuse University during the summer of 1976. 
Each person was mailed a questionnaire designed to assess their expectations to a variety of 
college experiences and to collect background information. Responses were received from 
1,457 (76.5%) students who actually enrolled. A follow-up questionnaire was mailed to the 
1,457 students during the spring term of 1977. Usable responses were received from 773 
students, for a return rate of 53.1%. The second questionnaire requested students to indicate 
the number of extracurricular activities in which they participated at least 2 hours duration per 
week, to respond to 34 Likert-type items designed to assess the dimensions of social and 
academic integration, and to indicate the frequency of informal contact with faculty that lasted 
10 minutes or longer. 
The independent variables for Pascarella and Terenzini's study were grouped into two 
conceptual categories labeled social and academic integration. The variables were derived 
through 1) a factor analysis of the 34 Likert items and 2) a previously-used instrument 
designed by Wilson, Wood, and Gaff (1974) used to operationalize measures of student-
faculty contact. Freshman year voluntary persistence or non-persistence was the categorical 
dependent variable. 
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Two-group discriminant lunction analysis was used to evaluate the effects of 
independent variable interactions. The first set of interaction terms was formed by taking the 
cross-products of the measures for social and academic integration and the student entering 
characteristics. A second set of cross-products was created by crossing each measure of 
social integration with each measure of academic integration. To test for the influence of 
student-faculty relationship variables, the authors used the cross-products of each measure of 
social and academic integration with measures of student-faculty relationships. 
The variables were entered into the analysis in a setwise manner where pre-enrollment 
characteristics were entered first, followed by variables operationalizing academic integration, 
social integration, and institutional/goal commitment. Through subsequent analyses each set 
of interaction terms were entered separately, controlling for the main effects. The final 
discriminant analysis contained only those interaction terms that contributed a significant 
increase to the explained variance of persistence withdrawal decisions. 
The change in explained variance (R^), resulting from the inclusion of the two sets of 
interaction variables, was found to be significant. By selecting only the interaction variables 
that made significant unique contributions to the explained variance, the final regression 
formula was reduced to the main factors of social and academic integration plus five 
interaction variables for men and seven interaction variables for women. The addition of the 
five interaction terms to the main effects increased the explained variance by . 11, rising fi-om 
.37 to .48. For women, the addition of the seven interaction effects increased the explained 
variance by .24, fi-om .31 to .55. The main effects of social and academic integration both 
made significant contributions to the explained variance for each gender, but the strength of 
the effects were opposite for men and women. When controlling for the effects of 
background characteristics and social integration, academic integration increased the 
explained variance by . 10 for men and .05 for women. Social integration, after controlling for 
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the effects of background characteristics and academic integration, caused the explained 
variance to increase by .06 for men and . 12 for women. Further differences between gender 
were found when examining the standard discriminant weights for unique contributions to the 
explained variance. 
Institutional and goal commitment and interactions with faculty were found to have a 
stronger positive influence on persistence for men than for women, whereas the quality of peer 
group relations was found to be more important for women than for men. The statistically 
significant interaction effects between the measures of social and academic integration and 
student background characteristics led Pascarella and Terenzini (1979) to conclude that "the 
findings firmly underscore Spady's (1970) and Tinto's (1975) conception of the sociological 
complexity of the influences on student persistence/withdrawal decisions" (p. 208). 
Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) used the same data set used to examine interaction 
effects on student persistence to develop an instrument that could discriminate between 
freshmen-year persisters and voluntary dropouts by assessing the dimensions of social and 
academic integration. Through principal components factor analysis the 34 Likert-type items 
were categorized into five scales representing the operational measures for social and 
academic integration. The five scales were labeled as peer group relations, interactions with 
faculty, faculty concern for student development and teaching, academic and intellectual 
development, and institutional and goal commitment. Alpha reliabilities ranging from .71 to 
.84 suggested that the scales consistently measured the traits assessed. 
Two statistical procedures, multifactor analysis of covariance and step-wise discriminant 
analysis, were used to test the ability of the Likert instrument to predict the outcome of 
student dropout. The results of the multifactor analysis revealed a significant relationship 
(p < .001) between the five integration scales and student dropout. No significant relationship 
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existed between the covariates of student background characteristics, freshmen-year academic 
achievement, and involvement in extracurricular activities. The results of these tests justified 
proceeding to discriminant analysis (Pascarella and Terenzini, 1980). 
The results of the step-wise discriminant analysis showed that the addition of the five 
integration scales increased group discrimination by 21.5%. The scales of institutional and 
goal commitments, interactions with faculty, and faculty concern for student development and 
teaching, made the largest contributions to group discrimination by producing standard 
discriminant weights of .53, .47, and .32, respectively. The covariates of freshmen academic 
achievement and extracurricular involvement produced nonsignificant change in group 
discrimination (p < .05). 
Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) concluded the results of this study generally provided 
criterion-related evidence of the validity of the major dimensions of the Tinto model. Most 
notable were the contributions to group discrimination made by the measures of faculty 
interaction and faculty concern for student development and teaching. The authors reported 
that persister scores on these dimensions were approximately one standard deviation higher 
than dropouts. 
The fact that the results of this study were obtained from a single-institution, single-year 
sample was described as a limitation by the authors. They suggested samples from other 
institutions be obtained that trace persistence and dropout behavior past the freshman year. 
A longitudinal study for the purpose of testing the validity of the Tinto (1975) model in 
four-year residential institutions, four-year commuter institutions, and two-year commuter 
institutions, was undertaken by Chapman and Pascarella (1983). Data were collected over 
two academic years from a sample of 2,326 full-time freshmen. The sample was obtained 
from 11 postsecondary institutions and the 2,326 respondents represented a response rate of 
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35%. During Spring 1979 the students completed a Student Involvement Questionnaire 
(SIQ) that sought information about student commitment to complete college and student 
involvement in a variety of activities "that Tinto (1975). . . suggested as dimensions of social 
and academic integration" (Chapman & Pascarella, 1983, p. 89). In Fall 1979 the respondents 
were identified as either persisters or voluntary withdrawals through university records. 
The statistical procedures of discriminant and path analysis were used to determine the 
ability of the model variables to classify correctly the respondents as persisters or voluntary 
withdrawals. Results of the discriminant analysis show that explained variance in 
persistence/withdrawal decisions, explained by the model, ranged fi-om 13% to 17%. The 
integration scales were found to contribute twice as much explained variance in persistence at 
four-year residential institutions than they explained for two-year and four-year commuter 
institutions. 
Using path analysis, only significant standardized path coefficients were retained (p < 
.05), resulting in a reduced path model. Path models were obtained for the pooled sample and 
by institution types. Factors included in the analysis were student background characteristics, 
institution type, living on campus, major, and the dimensions of academic and social 
integration. The resulting pooled path model obtained accounted for 12% of the variance in 
student persistence decisions. Although a small amount of variance was explained by the path 
model, the authors concluded that the main effects of institutional and goal commitment and 
social and academic integration influenced persistence in a manner consistent with Tinto's 
theoretical expectations. However, when path models were analyzed for each type of 
institution, variations in variable effects were observed. Institutional commitment, a student's 
predisposition toward an institution, was found to exhibit a stronger effect at four-year 
institutions, whereas goal commitment, the level of academic achievement sought, was 
stronger at the two-year commuter institutions. In the four-year residential institutions social 
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integration had a direct significant influence on persistence and exerted an indirect effect by 
influencing institutional and goal commitment. In the four-year and two-year commuter 
institutions academic integration exhibited indirect influence on persistence through an 
interactive effect with institutional commitment. Social integration was found not to have 
either a direct or indirect effect on persistence in the commuter institutions. 
Another variation in effect was related to student background characteristics. In the 
four-year residential institutions the effects of background characteristics were described as 
indirect by interacting with measures of social integration, commitment, and living on or off 
campus. In the commuter institutions background characteristics such as high school 
achievement and affiliation needs had direct effects on persistence. 
The variables operationalizing Tinto's model in this study explained a small proportion 
of the variance in student persistence decisions. According to the authors the study supports 
the usefulness of the Tinto model as a framework for understanding student persistence 
decisions in postsecondary institutions. However, the model's influence may vary substantially 
when it is used to explain student persistence decisions at different types of institutions 
(Pascarella & Chapman, 1983). 
Tinto (1988) acknowledged the importance of the quantitative studies used to establish 
the usefulness of his theoretical framework on student dropout. However, he stated that a 
continuing pattern of highly quantitative studies would be inadequate to understand fiilly how 
students perceive their own departure at various points during their college career. He 
suggested that ethnographic studies be utilized to develop a deeper understanding of the 
processes identified by the theoretical framework. A qualitative study to examine further the 
concepts of Tinto's model was undertaken by Christie and Dinham (1991). 
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The purpose of the study was to examine student perceptions of the processes leading 
to student persistence and to identify other variables and processes not described in the Tinto 
(1975) student dropout model. The study took place at a large public research university in 
the Fall of 1988. A total of 25 full-time freshmen were selected systematically from a 
randomly generated list of 175 entering freshmen. Open-ended interviews were held with 10 
students in the fall and with all 25 in the spring. Interview questions were developed and used 
covering each major construct of Tinto's student dropout model and the rites of passage 
theory. The rites of passage was described by Tinto (1988) as the process of moving from 
membership in one community to membership in another. The process, which he equated to 
mo>ang from the home and high school environment to the college environment, consisted of 
three stages: 1) separation from past associations, 2) transition into the new community, and 
3) incorporation into the new community as a fiill member. 
Three stages were used to analyze the interviews. The first stage involved identifying 
the specific topics addressed by the students. The topics were linked to model constructs, if 
possible, or were grouped as new concepts if the topics were found to be common among the 
other interviews. New topics identified by students as affecting persistence decisions were 
high school friends, place of residence, and the possibility of transfer to another institution 
(Christie & Dinham, 1991). The second stage involved separating the interviews into topical 
areas and compiling the topical information into separate files. The third stage resulted in a 
review of the topical files and documenting patterns of student experiences that may be 
theoretically important to explaining student persistence. 
The analysis of the interviews revealed two common patterns of experiences influencing 
social integration. The experiences were categorized as institutional experiences, those 
internal to the college environment, and external experiences. Living on campus and 
participation in extracurricular activities were institutional experiences reported to influence 
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social integration (Christie & Dinham, 1991). Social integration was enhanced for students 
living in the residence halls through the processes of meeting other students, developing 
student friendships, gaining information about social events, and shifting away from high 
school friends. Participation in extracurricular activities was found to result in many of the 
same benefits as residence hall living. The student interviews revealed how participation in 
extracurricular activities provided them with an explicit link to the college environment and 
was cited by several students as leading to their persistence in the second year. 
External experiences described as affecting social integration were high school 
friendships and family interactions. Students who were reported to have the greatest difficulty 
in shifting to new fnendships at college interacted with high school fiiends who were not 
attending college. Interactions with high school fiiends attending college was found to 
enhance the shift to college fnendships. Christi and Dinham (1991) suggested that a shared 
commitment to college was responsible for this easier transition. 
Another external experience found to influence a student's social integration and 
persistence was interactions with parents. Students related how they had attained a greater 
independence in decision making by attending college, but reported their parents still had 
influence over many of their decisions. Financial assistance from parents was required for 24 
out of the 25 students interviewed and was viewed as inhibiting independence. Instances 
where parents negatively influenced social integration occurred when parents expected time 
spent at college to be displaced with time spent at home. Some students who attended college 
in their home town reported that their parents would encourage them to live at home rather 
than on campus. Social integration and persistence was bolstered by parents who encouraged 
their students to live on campus, participate in extracurricular activities, and continue in 
college. 
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Student perceptions recorded during this study appeared to support the arguments of 
Tinto's (1975) model concerning social integration. In contrast to Tinto's model, external 
experiences appeared to be as important as institutional experiences in their effect on social 
integration and persistence. Information obtained from the interviews also appeared to 
support the rites of passage theory. Social integration into the new college community was 
reported to be enhanced when external influences from the previous community were 
minimized (Christie & Dinham, 1991). 
Because no theoretical models have been proposed for residence hall occupancy, this 
study will be based on an adaptation of the Tinto (1975) model. Adaptation of the 1975 
model to the residence hall setting seems reasonable because in both settings the issues of 
concern are factors that encourage continued participation of undergraduates in an academic 
setting. The 1988 adaptation of Tinto's model will not be used because the variables have not 
been operationalized. The next section of this chapter will review the enrollment trends, 
affecting institutions of higher education, which led to the renewed interest among academic 
researchers and administrators in identifying factors leading to student dropout. 
Enrollment and Occupancy Trends in Public Institutions of Higher Education 
Enrollment trends 
The United States Department of Education (DOE) (1991) reported that enrollment in 
public institutions of higher education in the United States increased by 41% between 1970 
and 1980. Enrollments increased an additional 11% between 1980 and 1989, rising 1.4 
million, for a total of 13.5 million students. Several trends in enrollment patterns were 
reported by the DOE (1991) concerning high school graduates, adult students, and part-time 
students. Table 1 presents the magnitude of the decline in annual high school graduates. High 
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Table 1. Total Number of High School Graduates and High School Graduates Enrolled 
in College I975-1989a 
Number'* of Number'* % Males % Females Total % 
Year High School Enrolled in Enrolled in Enrolled in Enrolled in 
Graduates College*^ College College College 
1975 3,186 1,615 52.6 49.0 50.7 
1976 2,987 1,458 47.2 50.3 48.8 
1977 3,140 1,590 52.2 49.3 50.6 
1978 3,161 1,584 51.0 49.3 50.1 
1979 3,160 1,559 50.4 48.4 49.3 
1980 3,089 1,524 46.7 51.8 49.3 
1981 3,053 1,646 54.8 53.1 53.9 
1982 3,100 1,568 49.0 52.1 50.6 
1983 2,964 1,562 51.9 53.4 52.7 
1984 3,012 1,662 56.0 54.5 55.2 
1985 2,666 1,539 58.6 56.9 57.7 
1986 2,786 1,499 55.9 51.9 53.8 
1987 2,647 1,503 58.4 55.3 56.8 
1988 2,673 1,575 57.0 60.8 58.9 
1989 2,454 1,463 57.6 61.6 59,6 
^United States Department of Education. (1991). Digest of Educational Statistics (NCES 
91-697). Washington, DC: Office of Education Research & Improvement. 
^Numbers in thousands. 
^Enrollment in college as of October of each year for individuals age 16 to 24 who graduated 
from high school during the preceding 12 months. Enrollment figures are reported for all 
institutions of higher education. 
school graduates entering college declined from an annual 1.6 million students in 1975 to 1.5 
million in 1989. This decreased enrollment was moderated by the increasing percentage of 
high school students entering institutions of higher education. High school women accounted 
for a large share of the increased percentage. Graduating female seniors attending college 
rose from 49.0% to 61.6% between 1975 and 1989; for graduating high school males, the 
percentages rose from 52.6% to 57.6%. 
The enrollment of part-time students and adult students were found to be increasing 
from 1970 to 1989 (DOE, 1991). The contribution made by part-time student enrollment to 
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Table 2. Total Enrollment in Institutions of Higher Education by Attendance 
Status and Gender^ 
Part-Time Part-Time Total 
Year Total Full-Time Enrollment^ Enrollment^ Part-Time 
Enrollment^ Enrollment'^ Males Females Enrollment'^ 
1970 8,580 5,816 1,540 1,225 2765 
1975 11,185 6,841 2,222 2,121 4,344 
1980 12,097 7,098 2,185 2,814 4,999 
1983 12,465 7,261 2,264 2,940 5,204 
1984 12,242 7,098 2,216 2,927 5,144 
1985 12,247 7,075 2,211 2,961 5,172 
1986 12,504 7,120 2,285 3,098 5,384 
1987 12,767 7,231 2,321 3,214 5,536 
1988 13,055 7,437 2,340 3,278 5,619 
1989 13,458 7,627 2,428 3,403 5,831 
^United States Department of Education. (1991). Digest of Educational Statistics (NCES 
91-697). Washington, DC: Office of Education Research & Improvement. 
''Numbers in thousands. 
the total enrollment is reported in Table 2. Total enrollment in institutions of higher education 
increased by 4.9 million students during the reported years. Full-time students accounted for 
36.7% of the increase and part-time enrollment contributed 63.3%. Enrolling women posted 
the largest share of the part-time student increase by adding 2 .2 million students, or 44 .9% of 
the total enrollment i ase. Male part-time students increased by 0.8 million, 18.4% of the 
total enrollment increase. Table 3 illustrates the growth in enrollments for adult students, 
those 25 or more years old, and projects adult student enrollment through 1997. 
A comparison of total enrollment to adult student enrollment from 1970 to 1990 is 
reported in Table 3. The increase in total enrollment was 5.4 million students during this 
period. Adult students contributed 85 .2% of the total enrollment increase. Part-time adult 
student enrollment accounted for 61.1% of the total enrollment gain between 1970 and 1990. 
Full-time adult students were responsible for 24.1% of total enrollment gains realized. The 
22 
Table 3. Enrollment in Institutions of Higher Education for Adult Students Age 25 or 
Older® 
Year 
Total 
Enrollment^ 
Full-Time 
Age 25 or 
Olderb 
Part-Time 
Age 25 or 
Older'* 
Total 
Enrollment'' of 
Students Age 
25 or Older 
% Adult 
Students to 
Total 
Enrollment 
1970 8,580 641 1,745 2,384 27.8 
1975 11,185 1,227 2,897 4,124 36.9 
1980 12,097 1,067 3,469 4,536 37.5 
1985 12,247 1,350 3,749 5,099 41.6 
1987 12,767 1,353 3,835 5,189 40.6 
1990 13,951 1,637 4,410 6,049 43.4 
1997 14,978 1,893 5,053 6,947 46.4 
^United States Department of Education. (1991). Digest of Educational Statistics 
(NCES 91-697). Washington, DC: Office of Education Research & Improvement. 
''Numbers in thousands. 
number of adult student enrollments increased by 291.4% between 1970 and 1990, 
constituting 27.8% of total enrollment in 1970 and 46.4% of the total enrollment in 1990. 
Projections to 1997 estimate adult student enrollments to increase by 16%, while enrollment 
for persons under age 25 are expected to rise by only 5% (DOE, 1991). 
Further investigation of the DOE (1991) enrollment statistics revealed that enrollment 
increases were not distributed evenly across institutional types. Table 4 provides a 
comparison between total enrollments in institutions of higher education and the enrollments 
of public 4-year and 2-year institutions for the years 1975 to 1989. Total enrollment in higher 
education increased by 2.3 million students. Public institutions claimed over 1.6 million of 
those new students. The growth in the numbers of students attending public four-year 
universities, other public four-year colleges, and public two-year institutions were 141,437 
students (8.4%), 554,623 students (33.0%), and 984,405 students (58.6%), respectively. 
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Table 4. Enrollment in Institutions of Higher Education by Institution Type 
1975-1989a 
Total Enrollment^ Enrollment'^ Enrollment^ 
Total Enrollment^ Public Other Public Public 
Year Enrollment^ Public 4-Year 4-Year 2-Year 
Institutions University Colleges Colleges 
1975 11,185 8,835 2,124 2,874 3,836 
1976 11,012 8,653 2,080 2,822 3,752 
1977 11,286 8,847 2,070 2,875 3,902 
1978 11,260 8,786 2,062 2,850 3,874 
1979 11,570 9,037 2,100 2,880 4,057 
1980 12,097 9,457 2,154 2,974 4,329 
1981 12,372 9,647 2,152 3,014 4,481 
1982 12,426 9,696 2,153 3,024 4,550 
1983 12,465 9,683 2,155 3,069 4,458 
1984 12,242 9,477 2,139 3,060 4,279 
1985 12,247 9,479 2,141 3,068 4,270 
1986 12,504 9,714 2,161 3,140 4,414 
1987 12,767 9,973 2,188 3,244 4,541 
1988 13,055 10,161 2,230 3,316 4,615 
1989 13,458 10,515 2,266 3,429 4,821 
^United States Department of Education. (1991). Digest of Educational Statistics (NCES 
91-697). Washington, DC: Office of Education Research & Improvement. 
''Numbers in thousands. 
To summarize, enrollment in institutions of higher education continued to increase 
during the 1970s and 1980s, although at a slowing rate of growth. DOE (1991) forecasters 
predict a continuing expansion for higher education enrollment through 1997. Enrollment 
trends, however, have continued to reflect increasing numbers of women, adult students, and 
part-time students. In evaluating enrollment changes between 1970 and 1990, a change in 
enrollment trend was evidenced by a reduction in high school enrollees of approximately 
150,000 students annually, or a 9.4% decrease from the 1975 enrollment base. Students 
enrolled part-time outnumbered new full-time students by a margin of three to one. Women 
enrolling part-time outnumbered part-time men by a margin of nine to one. 
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Occupancy trends 
The combined effects of the changing enrollment trends and the variation in distribution 
of enrollment increases among institutional types has impacted the financial condition of some 
colleges and universities. Data in Table 4 show that between 1975 and 1989 public four-year 
universities increased enrollments by only 142,000 students, a 7% increase. Taking into 
account the increase in part-time student enrollment, the decrease in high school graduates 
enrolling, and the variation in share of enrollment increases among institutions of higher 
education, the prospect of public universities suffering flat or reduced enrollments and 
collecting tuition fi^om a smaller base of full-time students becomes apparent. The information 
in Table 5 tends to support this argument. The percentage change in enrollment for 
institutions in the Big Eight Conference and ISU's peer land grant institutions, calculated for 
the period 1983 to 1992, are listed in Table 5. Out of these 18 institutions, 8 experienced 
declining enrollments ranging from 1% to 18%. Assuming the information reported in Tables 
1, 2, 3, and 4 hold true for the institutions experiencing enrollment increases, we may 
conclude the majority of the gains were due to increased numbers of part-time and adult 
students. 
The impact of institutional enrollment changes on residence halls has been studied by the 
Association for College and University Housing Officers-International (ACUHO-I). Yearly 
surveys have assessed the state of residential housing occupancy. Prior to 1983 the surveys 
were viewed as tools to assess the availability of beds in overcrowded residence hall 
operations. After 1983, occupancy declines captured the attention of residence hall 
administrators and ACUHO-I research efforts began focusing on student retention efforts. 
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Table 5. Percentage Change in Enrollments and Residence Hall Occupancies in the Big 
Eight and Land Grant 11 Institutions From 1983 to 1992 
% Change^ Change^ in % Change^ % Enrolled Students in 
Institution in Residence in Hall Residence Halls 
Enrollment Occupancy Occupancy 1983 1992 
Colorado 13.1 -256 -4.2 27.7 23.6 
Iowa State -2.9 -1938 -20.0 37.2 30.6 
Kansas 10.0 -1344 -28.6 19.5 12.7 
Kansas State 17.9 -539 -13.1 23.7 17.5 
Missouri -3.0 -2112 -32.4 27.1 18.9 
Nebraska -0.9 -1009 -19.9 20.4 16.5 
Oklahoma -7.0 -1008 -25.3 18.6 14.5 
Oklahoma St. -17.4 -2978 -46.9 28.3 18.2 
U. Minnesota -18.1 -730 -16.7 9.4 9.6 
Texas A & M 13.2 1332 9.5 26.0 26.1 
Michigan State^ 4.9 -271 -1.7 40.3 37.8 
North Carolina St'^ 13.6 125 2.1 24.4 22.0 
Purdue 12.5 -1162 -9.8 44.3 36.4 
U. Illinois^ 3.4 -899 -10.1 24.5 22.4 
U. California-Davis 20.7 617 21.4 15.2 15.3 
Ohio State® -2.9 -2419 -24.8 18.6 14.0 
U. Wisconsin -2.6 -350 -5.2 15.7 15.2 
U. Arizona 15.3 -152 -3.1 15.9 13.3 
Change in enrollment and occupancy was calculated by subtracting 1992 from 1983 figures. 
^Enrollment and occupancy figures were provided through 1991 only. Change in enrollment 
and occupancy calculated by subtracting 1983 from 1991 figures. 
^Occupancy figures were provided from 1987 to 1992. Change in occupancy was calculated 
by subtracting 1987 from 1992 figures. 
<^Occupancy figures were provided from 1986 to 1992. Change in occupancy was calculated 
by subtracting 1986 from 1992 figures. 
^Occupancy figures were provided from 1984 to 1992. Change in occupancy was calculated 
by subtracting 1984 from 1992 figures. 
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The extent of occupancy problems in residence hall operations can be discerned by 
examining enrollment and occupancy figures from specific institutions.. Again referring to 
Table 5, enrollments for institutions in the Big Eight and ISU's peer land grant institutions 
were reported as decreasing at 8 out of 17 institutions between the years 1983 and 1992. 
Conversely, 9 institutions experienced enrollment gains. Of the 9 institutions reporting 
enrollment gains, 6 reported declines in residence hall occupancy. A dramatic example of this 
situation was found at Kansas State University. Between the years 1983 and 1992, the 
university enrollment increased by 18% while the residence hall occupancy declined by 13%. 
Residence hall operations at 14 of 17 institutions experienced occupancy declines ranging 
from -2% at Michigan State University to -47% at Oklahoma State University. 
A statistic that highlights the declining occupancy in residence hall operations is the 
percentage of enrolled students residing in the residence halls. The last two columns of Table 
5 list the percentages of enrolled students living in the halls for the years 1983 and 1992. Only 
the universities of Michigan State, Texas A & M, and California-Davis exhibit an increase in 
the percentage of students housed. Michigan State University recorded the largest increase in 
percentage housed, which was only 0.2%. The decrease in percentage housed ranged from 
0.5% at the University of Wisconsin-Madison to 10% at Oklahoma State University. 
The latest ACUHO-I occupancy study was conducted by Durant and Mahoney (1990) 
to assess Fall 1989 residence hall occupancies at ACUHO-I member institutions in the United 
States. A questionnaire was mailed to chief housing officers at 779 member institutions. 
Questionnaires were received from 469 institutions for a 60% return rate. The responding 
institutions consisted of 255 classified as public, 208 independent, and 6 other. The survey 
results indicated 40% of the institutions experienced a rise in demand for residence hall bed 
spaces. This percentage represents a 15% drop in the number of institutions reporting 
increased demand from Fall 1988. Nearly 30% reported decreases in occupancy and the 
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remaining institutions reported no change. Durant and Mahoney (1990) found residence hall 
operations with less than 4000 beds generally experienced broader fluctuations in occupancy 
ranging from + 11% to - 11%. The majority of residence hall operations with more than 
4,000 beds tended to fluctuate from + 7% to - 7%. 
Another factor that helps explain the observed decline in residence hall occupancy can 
be observed from the information provided in Appendix A. The tables in Appendix A list the 
percentage of resident hall occupants according to the academic classifications of freshmen, 
sophomore, junior, and senior. A table is provided for each institution in the Big Eight 
Conference and partial information is provided for ISU's peer land grand institutions. 
From these tables it is apparent that residence hall operations depend on entering 
freshmen to sustain year-to-year occupancy levels. The average percentage of freshmen in the 
1992 residence hall populations, among the 16 reporting institutions, was 58%. The average 
percentage for sophomores was 22%; for juniors, 10%; and for seniors, 6%. An interesting 
trend can be observed in the column of freshmen percentages. In all cases, except for the 
University of California-Davis, the percentages of freshmen comprising the residence hall 
populations increased from 1983 to 1992. With few exceptions, the columns indicating the 
percentage of population comprised of sophomores, juniors, and seniors each reveal 
decreasing trends during the years 1983 to 1992. 
In summary, residence hall operations rely on a shrinking pool of incoming freshmen to 
sustain occupancy levels. The percentage of freshmen housed has increased during the past 
10 years while the percentage of residing sophomores, juniors, and seniors has declined. 
Overall, residence hall operations are housing a smaller percentage of students enrolling in 
institutions of higher education. If residence halls are to remain financially viable, ways must 
be found to maintain and enlarge occupancy rates. 
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Summary 
A model proposed by Tinto (1975) was reviewed that attempts to explain the processes 
leading to student dropout from institutions of higher education. The model incorporates 
student background characteristics and prior academic accomplishments as factors that shape 
student academic goals and motivations for attending postsecondary institutions. Interaction 
with and the degree to which an individual integrates with the institution's social and academic 
environments subsequently modify a student's academic goals and motivations, thereby 
leading to a decision to persist or drop out. 
Studies designed to test the validity of the Tinto (1975) model have investigated the 
model's main and interactive effects on freshmen persistence decisions, have developed an 
instrument to operationalize the constructs of social and academic integration, and have tested 
the main effects of the model at different types of postsecondary institutions. Pascarella and 
Terenzini (1979) discovered that the inclusion of interaction variables, involving the main 
effects of social and academic integration and student background characteristics, led to a 
significant increase in the explained variance of freshmen persistence and dropout decisions. 
The effects of social and academic integration both made significant contributions to explained 
variance in persistence decisions for each gender, but the strength of the effects were opposite 
for men and women. 
An instrument to discriminate between persisters and voluntary dropouts was developed 
by Pascarella and Terenzini (1980). The instrument was designed to assess the dimensions of 
social and academic integration. Through discriminant analysis, the scales of institutional and 
goal commitments, interactions with faculty, and faculty concern for student development and 
teaching were found to make the largest contributions to group discrimination. 
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Suspicions about tiie ability to generalize the findings of dropout studies to different 
types of postsecondary institutions led Chapman and Pascarella (1983) to investigate the 
adaptation of Tinto's model to varying institutional types. Their study found that social 
integration had a stronger influence on persistence at 4-year residential institutions, whereas 
academic integration was more important at the commuter institutions. 
A qualitative study designed to assess student perceptions about the processes leading 
to social integration and persistence in college was conducted by Christie and Dinham (1991). 
External experiences such as high school friendships and parental interactions were found to 
be important influences on students' ability to integrate socially into the college community. 
The results suggested that external experiences interacted directly with institutional 
experiences to affect social integration. 
Enrollment patterns in institutions of higher education and the related effects on 
residence hall occupancy also were presented. Enrollment has continued to increase during 
the 1970s and 1980s, although at a slowing rate of increase. As enrollments increased 
between 1970 and 1990, several trends were observed. The number of high school graduates 
entering college declined and the numbers of women, adult students, and part-time students 
increased. Of significance to this study was the fact that public four-year universities acquired 
only 8.6% of the total increase in public institution enrollments between 1975 and 1989. 
The modest increase in enrollments at public four-year universities, coupled with the 
noted enrollment trends of high school graduates, part-time students, and adult students, 
contributed to declining occupancies in some residence hall operations. Residence halls 
associated with state universities in the Big Eight Conference and ISU's peer land grant 
institutions experienced an overall decrease in occupancy between 1983 and 1989 of 12.7%. 
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Because residence halls are self-sufficient fiscal entities, declining occupancy must be 
controlled in order to avoid facility conversions, facility closures, and employee layoffs. 
Residence hall populations contain a relatively small percentage of upperclassmen due 
to the large number of residents who move to off-campus accommodations after their 
freshmen or sophomore years. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to identify factors 
that were important to upperclassmen residing in the halls that caused them to decide to 
remain on campus. Factors causing upperclassmen to move to oflF-campus accommodations 
and who were one-time residents of the halls also were investigated. Gaining a clearer 
understanding of why upperclassmen choose to remain in the halls may provide residence hall 
managers direction in which to tailor facilities and programs to meet the needs of a greater 
number of upperclassmen in the future. 
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PROCEDURE 
The Tinto (1975) model that provides an explanation for student dropout behavior was 
adapted as the theoretical basis for this study in an attempt to explain residence hall 
occupancy. The purpose of this study was to identify factors that influenced upperclassmen to 
continue or terminate their living arrangements in university residence halls. A questionnaire 
was developed to identify these factors. 
Instrument Development 
A list of constructs was assembled to guide the development of a questionnaire. The 
starting point was to adapt two components of Tinto's (1975) student dropout model to a 
residence hall situation. Those components were identified as the social and academic 
environments of an institution of higher education. The processes of interaction between 
students and the institutional environment were labeled by Tinto as academic and social 
integration. Subsequently, studies were designed that validated the importance of these 
concepts for predicting student dropout behavior (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979; Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 1980; Chapman & Pascarella, 1983). 
An additional source for constructs was provided by a study that was a follow-up from 
Tinto's model. Christie and Dinham (1991) investigated student perceptions and processes 
leading to student persistence. They found that student experiences external to the campus 
environment and participation in extracurricular activities were constructs important in 
influencing freshmen social integration. Constructs labeled as external experiences and 
extracurricular activities were adapted for the residence hall study. 
Additionally, in an effort to identify a broader range of potential constructs, an interview 
schedule was written for the purpose of conducting one-on-one interviews with current and 
former student residents. The constructs identified by Tinto and Christie and Dinham were 
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incorporated into the interview schedule. Additional areas of inquiry were developed on the 
basis of the author's experience in residence hall administration over a 10 year period. 
Students chosen for the interviews were obtained randomly from the ISU residence hall 
database during the Spring of 1993; 5 students were selected from the residence halls and 5 
fi-om off campus who had previously lived in the residence halls. Before meeting with the 
students the interview schedule was developed and submitted to the Iowa State University 
(ISU) Human Subjects Review Committee. The approved interview schedule (Appendix B) 
contained 14 questions for residence hall students and 16 questions for off-campus students. 
The interview schedule was designed to obtain student responses in the following areas. 
1. The effect academic goals had on choice of residence. 
2. The effect social goals had on choice of residence. 
3. The effect involvement in campus activities was affected by location. 
4. The general factors that accounted for the person deciding to continue living in or 
dropping out from the residence halls. 
5. The satisfaction experienced in the current living arrangement. 
The open-ended questions were designed to allow students to identify factors important 
to them. As the interviews progressed, questions designed to direct student response to 
specific constructs were asked. The question, "Was your choice to live in the halls affected in 
any way by how that choice would affect your academic goals?" was asked to direct 
discussion toward the issue of academic integration. Another question, "Was your choice to 
live in the halls/off-campus affected in any way by how that choice would affect your social 
life?" was asked to elicit responses regarding the student's perception of social integration. 
The question, "Do you believe it is easier or more difficult to stay involved in campus or social 
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activities by living in the residence halls?" was used to initiate comments regarding the ability 
to participate in extracurricular activities. All interviews were tape recorded to ensure 
accuracy and subsequently "were transcribed. 
Content analysis of the student response transcripts identified several themes, in addition 
to those already identified, as important to determining where they lived. The themes 
centered around issues of convenience, independence, value, facilities and services, personal 
acclimation, and quality of life. Each of these themes was included as a construct for 
questionnaire item development. 
To test for content-related evidence of validity, a two-step process involving residence 
hall experts was used. The first step in assessing evidence of content validity was to submit the 
list of 10 constructs to persons with expertise in the operation of a large residence hall system 
(Appendix C ). These experts hold positions as directors of residence or coordinator of 
residence life at the ISU Department of Residence. Their review resulted in the addition of a 
new concept labeled privacy. Privacy was defined as the opportunity to experience solitude in 
the living environment. The complete list of 11 constructs and the associated definitions of 
each are provided in Table 6. 
For each construct defined, 10 to 18 Likert-type items were written. The items 
generated for the instrument were derived from the information obtained from the student 
interviews and the investigator's 10 years of work experience in residence hall administration. 
The initial draft resulted in 154 items. Each item was edited so that any specific reference to 
living on or off campus was removed. 
During the second step of the content validation process the residence hall experts were 
provided with a list of the 154 questionnaire items (Appendix D). Their task was to classify 
each of the items according to their own perception of the construct being assessed. Their 
34 
Table 6. Constructs for Instrument Development 
Construct Construct Description 
Social Integration The development of supportive friendships and interactions with 
peer groups whose members hold similar values. 
Convenience Any factor that tends to remove or reduce barriers, both perceived 
and physical, in the pursuit of academic and social goals. 
Convenience may involve the issues of facilities, information, 
location, and services obtained through the selection of a housing 
location. 
Independence A personal feeling of not being subjected to the authority of another 
or a personal feeling of not being dependent on or part of a larger 
group. 
Academic Integration A belief, feeling, or perception of fitting into the academic 
environment. The sharing of common academic goals with students 
and facultv. The attainment of intellectual stimulation. 
Value The perception of receiving adequate value from the selected living 
arrangements. 
Quality of Life 
Facilities & Services 
The belief, feeling, or perception, that the living arrangement 
selected provides for the person's physical, emotional, and 
intellectual needs. The degree to which a person perceives a sense 
of well-being. 
The physical assets provided for student living needs such as rooms, 
bathrooms, study areas, recreation areas, computer rooms, food 
services, and parking lots. 
Extracurricular Activities Participation in activities that occur on a regular basis outside of the 
classroom. These activities may include participation in sports, 
civic functions, church, politics, and student organizations. 
Personal Acclimation A person's ability to cope with change. The ability to adapt readily 
to different living arrangements. 
External Experiences The extent to which a student's behavior and decision making are 
affected by a parent or a significant relationship existing outside of 
the college community. 
Privacy The ability or opportunity to experience solitude in the living 
environment. To be undisturbed by the observation or activities of 
others. 
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responses were listed and reviewed for consistency by item. A review of the responses 
resulted in reclassifying 26 out of 154 items from one construct to another. A further review 
of the items by two faculty members in the College of Family and Consumer Sciences and the 
investigator resulted in the deletion of 42 items for redundancy or a lack of clarity. 
Because the items were generic in nature, not favoring on- or ofF-campus living 
situations, it was possible to develop a single questionnaire for students in both types of living 
arrangements. The questionnaire was designed in a booklet format consisting of a letter of 
introduction and three data collection sections (Appendix E). 
The first section contained 112 Likert-type items. Students were requested to rank on a 
5-point scale their level of agreement with each statement as it regarded their current living 
arrangement. The ranked responses were: 1) strongly disagree, 2) disagree, 3) neutral, 4) 
agree, and 5) strongly agree. A table of specifications listing the classification of items by 
construct is provided in Appendix F. The second section of the questionnaire requested 
demographic data about the student's gender, student classification, grade point average, 
current monthly expenditures for housing and food, and an estimate of what could be afforded 
for monthly expenditures in housing and food. The data were analyzed for the purpose of 
investigating the relationship between the student characteristics and the choice of student 
housing location. In the third section respondents were to rank 11 statements according to 
the importance each had in determining where the respondent lived. The most important 
statement was ranked 1 and the least important statement was ranked 11. Each rank was to 
be used only once. The statements operationalized each of the 11 constructs and were 
included to verify responses to the 112 items. After administration of the instrument and 
review of the results, there appeared to be no benefit to using the data from the third section. 
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Pilot Test 
The questionnaire was subjected to two pilot tests during the Summer 1993 term. The 
pilot tests served three purposes. The first was to test the computer program that would be 
used to identify the target population. The second purpose was to get an indication of the 
potential response rate, and the third purpose was to assess evidence of usability. The 
instrument format is considered an important aspect of usability. A respondent is not likely to 
return an instrument that is perceived as difficult, too long, or hard to understand. Identified 
as important to usability by Gronlund and Linn (1990) was keeping the testing time short and 
ensuring that the instructions are simple and clear. Factors affecting format include the clarity 
of printing, presentation of questions, appropriateness of language, and clarity of directions. 
The sample for the first pilot test was obtained fi^om the ISU residence hall and 
Registrar's databases. These databases are maintained by the university Administrative Data 
Processing Department on an IBM mainframe computer and are updated daily by staff in the 
Residence and Registrar's Offices. The residence hall database contains student resident 
assignments and billing histories going back five years and the Registrar's database contains 
current registration status and home addresses. A computer program was written to identify 
the accessible population for the pilot test using the following criteria: 
1. Select all students who lived in the residence halls at the end of Fall 1989, the end of 
Spring 1990, and were registered and living in the halls Fall 1992. 
2. Select all students who lived in the residence halls at the end of Fall 1989, the end of 
Spring 1990, and were registered and living off campus in the Fall 1992. 
A list of names, social security numbers, and addresses was obtained for each group 
using selection criteria 1 and 2. Group 1 contained 770 students who lived in the residence 
halls and group 2 contained 2,405 students who lived off campus. However, only 14 students 
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from group 1 were attending the Summer 1993 term and all were included in the sample. A 
non-random sample was obtained from group 2. Starting at the top of the list, which was 
alphabetized by last name, the first 32 students found to be attending summer session were 
selected. A questionnaire was mailed to each student. 
The primary goal of the first pilot test was to get an indication of the survey return rate. 
From the 14 surveys mailed to residence hall students 3 were returned, for a return rate of 
21.4%. The return from off-campus students was not much better at 6 returns out of 32, for a 
return rate of 18.8%. On a positive note, the surveys that were returned appeared to be 
completed accurately and completely. 
A clue to explaining the low return rate was obtained during the second pilot test. The 
questionnaire was administered to a class of 20 students in a Hotel, Restaurant, and Institution 
Management (HRIM) course offered during the Summer 1993 term. The class contained 19 
females and 1 male and was evenly divided between juniors and seniors. The majority of 
students, 18, lived off campus and 2 students lived on campus. The course instructor 
requested that each student complete the survey and then comment about problems they 
perceived in attempting to answer the questionnaire. The instructor also requested the 
students to respond to the likeliness that they would return the questionnaire. 
A common theme contained in the students' comments was that the letter of 
introduction to the survey failed to explain adequately the relevance of the study to the 
student audience. Therefore, the students perceived no reason that they should participate in 
completing the survey. When the students were asked by the instructor to respond to whether 
or not they would have returned the survey had it been mailed to them, only four percent 
responded that they would do so. Another strong criticism was directed to the selection of 
questions used to begin the survey. Students complained that the survey began with what 
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they considered insignificant statements which failed to elicit their interest in completing the 
rest of the survey. Additional suggestions focused on rewording statements by using language 
native to the students rather than the researcher. 
The comments and suggestions made by the students in the HRIM class appeared to 
contribute to explaining the low return rates in the first pilot test. The questionnaire was 
reworked to take into account the students' suggestions. The changes made to the survey 
included: 1) a new letter of introduction printed in color on Department of Residence 
letterhead that attempted to stress the relevance of the study to the student (Appendix G), 2) 
items were re-ordered to bring more significant issues to bear early in the questionnaire, and 
3) items the students found poorly worded were changed to reflect language a student might 
use. The changes made to the survey were believed to improve the likeliness of a higher 
return rate. To help insure that an adequate return rate would be accomplished, it seemed 
prudent to plan for two follow-ups to the initial mailing of the questionnaire. 
The modified questionnaire was submitted to the ISU Human Subjects Review 
Committee. The committee approved the questionnaire without change. 
Sampling Method 
The accessible population for the study was limited to the 2,953 students who lived in 
the residence halls Fall 1990 and Spring 1991 and were registered for classes during the Fall 
1993 term. Contained within the population were students who were primarily upperclassmen 
and had experienced residence hall living for at least the early part of their academic careers. 
Samples representing two groups of upperclassmen were obtained differentiating on their 
residential location; one sample contained students who lived in the residence halls Fall 1993 
and the other sample contained students who had lived in the residence halls but now live off 
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campus. Students living in university student apartments or fraternities and sororities were 
not considered in this study To generate the samples, the accessible population first had to be 
identified. This was accomplished by writing a computer program that examined historical 
and current term student housing and registration files. A list of students (2,953) meeting the 
residence and registration requirements was printed. 
The subgroup of the accessible population containing students living in the residence 
halls Fall 1993 included 660 residents. Because the residence hall students were readily 
accessible, it was decided to survey all 660 students. The invited sample contained 445 males 
(67%) and 215 females (33%). 
The subgroup of the accessible population containing students living off campus Fall 
1993 included 2,293 students. A decision was made to exclude students living more than 15 
miles from the ISU campus. The reason for this decision was to focus more narrowly on why 
students move to accommodations within the city. Students driving greater distances to class 
may bring additional variables into consideration that would not contribute to the 
understanding of housing decisions within the city. The number of students in the off-campus 
subgroup was reduced to 1,922, with all but 38 students living within the city limits. From 
this subgroup the invited sample was randomly selected. The goal was to select 1,000 
students. By using a random number generator provided by the software package Excel, a 
sample of977 students was obtained after eliminating duplicate selections. The sample 
contained 545 males (55.8%) and 432 (44.2%) females. 
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Data Collection 
During the month of September 1993, a questionnaire packet was delivered to all 
subjects. In the residence halls delivery of the packets was managed by the resident assistants 
(RA). Each resident assistant received a letter of instructions and one questionnaire packet 
for each subject who lived on his or her floor. The questionnaire packet contained a 
personalized introductory letter and the questionnaire form. A total of 660 questionnaire 
packets were delivered. The RAs' delivery instructions were to do the following; 
1. Personally deliver the survey packet to your residents as soon as possible. 
2. Encourage the residents to return the survey. It is very important that we get a high 
number of survey returns in order to use the results for department planning. 
3. Remind the resident to try to complete the survey by Monday, October 4. Please 
continue to accept any surveys that come to you after that date. 
4. Request that the completed survey be returned to you. 
5. On Tuesday, October 5, please begin following up with residents who did not return 
the completed surveys to you. Encourage them to complete the survey. If they 
indicate they will not complete the survey, you have done all you can. 
6. Return all completed surveys to your complex office as you receive them. 
The off-campus students received their questionnaire packet through the United States 
Mail, first class delivery. The packet included a form letter of introduction and the 
questionnaire form. The total number of packets mailed off campus was 977. 
The questionnaires were mailed Friday, September 24, 1993, and were to be returned by 
Monday, October 4, 1993. By the end of the first deadline, 274 questionnaires from students 
in the residence halls were received, representing a 41.5% return. From students living off 
campus the number of responses received was 147, for a 15% return. 
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The follow-up process for both residence hall students and off-campus students was a 
two-stage process. To follow up on the residence hall returns, the first step involved sending 
a telephone voice mail message (Appendix G) to the RAs who did not collect or turn in any 
responses. A total of 24 RAs received the message through the telephone. Within three days 
of the voice mail message, a second mailing was made to all residents who had not responded. 
The second mailing included a modified personalized letter and the questionnaire form. 
Rather than going through the RA again, it was decided to deliver the packet directly to the 
student mailbox in the residence hall facility. 
The follow-up process for students living off campus included two additional mailings. 
The second mailing went out three days following the response deadline of the first mailing. 
The second questionnaire packet mailed to the students included a modified form letter and 
another questionnaire form. A total of 830 packets were mailed. Within three weeks of the 
second mailing, a postage-paid return postcard was mailed to all non-respondents requesting 
an answer to one of the following statements: 
• I have already mailed the questionnaire. 
• I will plan to complete the questionnaire within the next 
two days and mail it to you. 
• Something happened to my questionnaire. Please send 
another and I will complete it. 
The follow-up mailings resulted in some good return numbers from both the on-and off-
campus students. The combination of voice mail follow-up and a second mailing directly to 
the residence hall students resulted in the return of 121 additional questionnaires. The two 
follow-up mailings to the off-campus students accounted for additional returns of 124 and 59 
questionnaires, respectively. 
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The total return for residence hall students was 395 out of 660, for a return rate of 
59.8%. The total return from off-campus students was 328 out of 977, for a total return rate 
of 33.6%. 
Table 7 indicates that the ages of the respondents for both samples fall predominantly in 
the range of 21 to 23 years of age. The distribution of age between the two samples was 
fairly close. The off-campus age percentages for the ages 21, 22, and 23, were 33 .4%, 
39.3%, and 18.7%. The corresponding values for the on-campus sample were 38.9%, 39.2%, 
and 15.7%, respectively. University statistics for student classification and age did not 
provide a breakdown between students living on or off campus. Therefore, no comparison to 
the ISU population could be provided in Table 7. 
The classification level of almost all respondents was junior and higher. Table 7 
provides the number of respondents from each sample. Seniors were the largest group at 555 
out of 720 respondents (77.1%), and juniors constituted 139 respondents (13.3%). Only 
three subjects reported being sophomores and were not included in Table 7. The high number 
of upperclassmen was expected due to the selection criterion that limited respondents to those 
students who lived in the halls Fall 1990 and were registered for classes in Fall 1993. 
Data Analysis 
The data were analyzed by using the statistical package SAS Release 6.06 (1989) and 
was run on an IBM Model 3081 computer. Specific SAS procedures used to analyze the data 
were frequencies, exploratory factor analysis, and logistic regression. 
The frequencies procedure provided the frequency and cumulative frequency of each 
response to the questionnaire items and demographic inquiries. The procedure proved useful 
in identifying responses that were out of range due to data entry errors. The procedure also 
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Table 7. Age Levels and Classification for Respondents in the On-and OfT-Campus 
Samples 
OfT Campus On Campus Total 
Age 
<20 3 3 6 
21 109 151 260 
22 128 152 280 
23 61 61 122 
24 18 16 34 
>24 7 5 12 
Total 326 388^^ 714 
Classification 
Junior 41 98 139 
Senior 268 287 555 
Other 17 9 26 
Total 326^ 394^ 720 
^Two respondents were less than junior classification. 
''One respondent was less than junior classification. 
'^Six respondents did not provide their age. 
identified the number of missing values per item. Missing values were either recoded as 
missing, or the entire questionnaire was eliminated when more than 20 item responses were 
missing. Once the data set was determined to be complete and free of data entry errors the 
data analysis began by utilizing a factor analysis procedure. 
Factor analysis has been described as a useful tool to apply when a large variety of 
variables are involved in a preliminary study, with the hope of finding a reduced set of 
variables that expand our knowledge of a given subject (Kachigan, 1991). An important use 
of factor analysis is "the identification of factors underlying a large set of variables. By 
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clustering a large number of variables into a smaller number of homogeneous sets, we have 
simplified our data and consequently are more likely to gain insight into our subject matter" 
(p. 238). In the context of this study, a routine called exploratory factor analysis, utilizing 
maximum likelihood extraction and promax (oblique) rotation, was used to evaluate the 
factors. 
A total of 11 constructs were defined previously in Table 6. The set of questionnaire 
items that were used to assess each construct were provided in a table of specifications in 
Appendix E. A separate factor analysis was run on each of the 11 sets of questionnaire items. 
A separate analysis was conducted on each set because each construct was grounded in a 
theoretical base for explaining student dropout behavior and because the constructs and 
resulting sets of questionnaire items were considered valid according to a panel of housing 
experts. 
Output fi-om the factor analysis identified potential factors within each construct. A 
statistician who consulted on this study suggested that any factor generating an eigenvalue of 
1.00 or greater after rotation should be retained as a potentially significant variable for 
subsequent regression analysis. An eigenvalue is a quantity that corresponds to the equivalent 
number of variables that a factor represents (Kachigan, 1991). Using this criterion, factors 
extracted fi-om within the constructs of value, independence, social integration, facilities and 
services, conveiuence, quality of life, and personal acclimation were retained for further 
analysis. 
Factors extracted from within the constructs of academic integration, privacy, 
extracurricular activities, and external influences did not produce eigenvalues greater than 1.0. 
Because these constructs were considered important for explaining student dropout by 
Christie and Dinham (1991) and Tinto (1975), the decision was made to include one factor 
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with the greatest eigenvalue from each of these constructs as a potential variable in 
subsequent data analysis. 
After the factors were identified, questionnaire items were identified that should be 
retained for each factor. For each factor analysis a table of semipartial correlation coefficients 
was produced. These correlations quantified the strength and direction of the relationship 
between each question and a factor. A questionnaire item was retained if the semipartial 
correlation coefficient relating the item statement to the retained factor was approximately ± 
0.40. When this preliminary review was completed, the total number of questionnaire items 
retained because of high loadings was reduced from 112 to 41 items. 
The 41 items were grouped within 14 factors. Correlations between factors were 
calculated, as well as coefficient alpha reliabilities for each factor. 
The final stage of the data analysis was to incorporate the 14 factors as variables into a 
logistic regression model. The purpose of conducting a logistic regression analysis was to find 
the best-fitting and most parsimonious model for describing the relationship between the 
outcome variable and a set of independent (predictor or explanatory) variables (Hosmer and 
Lemeshow, 1989). The decision to use the logistic regression model was based on the fact 
that the dependent variable, described as a students' choice to live on campus or to move to 
ofF-campus accommodations, was binary. According to Hosmer and Lemeshow (1989), the 
significant characteristics of logistic regression are : 
1. The dependent variable is binary or dichotomous. 
2. The conditional mean of the regression equation must be bounded between 
zero and one. 
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3. The binomial distribution is the statistical distribution upon which the analysis is 
based. 
Five separate regression analyses were performed in this study. The first analysis 
evaluated a model that contained the 14 factors derived fi-om the factor analysis and the 
demographic variables of gender, student classification, GPA, birth year, credit load, and 
monthly estimates of rent and food expenditures. Subsequent analyses were performed on 
reduced models; a model that contained only the 14 factors; a model that contained a subset 
of the 14 factors where inclusion of variables was based on chi-square significance; a model 
that contained only the demographic variables; and a model that contained demographic 
variables less the estimates of monthly housing and food costs.. The results of these analyses 
produced a statistic called -2 log L for evaluating a model's goodness-of-fit, variable 
parameter estimates based on the maximum likelihood, and classification tables which 
quantified the ability of the models to discriminate between the on-and off-campus student 
respondents. 
Summary 
An instrument was developed to assess factors that are important in explaining student 
occupancy in the residence halls. The framework which guided the development of the 
questionnaire items was obtained from several sources, including research examining student 
dropout behavior fi-om college by Tinto (1975) and Christie and Dinham (1991) and 
interviews with ISU students. These sources led to the identification and definition of 11 
constructs (Table 6) and the development of 112 questionnaire items to assess those 
constructs. 
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The population of interest to this study contained students who lived in the residence 
halls during Fall 1990 and Spring 1991, and were registered as students during Fall 1993. 
Students meeting these criteria fell into one of two groups: those who still lived in the 
residence halls and those who resided off campus. A questionnaire was delivered to all 660 
resident hall students who met the criteria. The same questionnaire was mailed to a random 
sample of 977 students who met the criteria and lived off campus. After a process of follow-
ups, the questionnaire return rate was 59.8% for students living in the residence halls and 
33.7% for students residing off campus. 
The data were analyzed by using the statistical procedures of exploratory factor analysis 
and logistic regression. A separate factor analysis was conducted on each of the sets of 
questionnaire items used to assess the 11 constructs. From this analysis a total of 14 factors 
were identified as potentially important variables for explaining student dropout from the 
residence halls. These 14 factors and the student demographic data were then modeled in 
regression analyses. Logistic regression was used to evaluate five different models: a model 
that contained all 14 factors and demographic variables; a model that contained only the 14 
factors; a model that contained a subset of the 14 factors where inclusion of variables was 
based on chi-square significance; a model that contained only the demographic variables; and a 
model that contained the demographic variables less estimates of monthly housing and food 
costs. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The downturn in occupancy experienced by some residence hall systems has caused 
administrators to speculate about factors that lead students to choose to move from the halls 
before graduation. The purpose of this study was to provide residence hall administrators 
with a better understanding of the factors that influence upperclassmen students to live where 
they do. This chapter describes the characteristics of the respondents and discusses the results 
of data analysis obtained through the procedures of factor analysis and logistic regression. 
Description of the Sample 
Several comparisons were made between the study samples and the student population 
of ISU to assess the representativeness of the samples. The two samples were compared to 
the ISU population with respect to gender and GPA. In the Fall 1993 term, the ISU Office of 
Enrollment Services (1993) reported that of the 16,355 students living both on campus in the 
residence halls and off campus in the city of Ames, a total of 9,608 were males (58.7%) and 
6,747 were females (41.7%). The sample from the ofF-campus students contained responses 
from 156 males (47.7%) and 171 females (53.3%). The on-campus return contained 251 
males (63.5%) and 144 females (36.5%) Chi-square tests were used to test the following 
hypotheses: 
1. The sample of off-campus respondents is homogenous to the ISU population of ofF-
campus residents with respect to gender. 
2. The sample of on-campus respondents is homogenous to the ISU population of on-
campus residents with respect to gender. 
3. The combined samples of respondents are homogenous to the ISU population with 
respect to gender. 
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A computed chi-square of 16.85 (p < .01), was obtained for the ofF-campus group 
leading to the rejection of the hypothesis (Table 8). The oflF-campus sample did not appear to 
be representative of the ofF-campus population with respect to gender. The lack of 
representativeness was caused by a higher proportion of females responding from off campus 
than males. Females living off campus comprise 41% of the ISU population. The percentage 
of females responding to the questionnaire from off campus was 52%. 
The test for the on-campus group and the total group resulted in chi-square values of 
3.39 and 1.95, respectively. Thus, the on-campus sample appeared representative of ISU on-
campus students with respect to gender as did the total sample. 
The respondents also were compared to the ISU student population in terms of their 
cumulative GPAs. A breakdown of self-reported GPAs is provided in Table 9, which displays 
respondent counts categorized into ranges from 2.00-2.99 and 3.00 to 4.00. These counts 
were compared to similar information provided by the ISU Registrar's Office for all juniors 
and seniors in the Fall 1993 term. Because the breakdown of GPAs was not available 
between on-and ofif-campus students, the samples were compared to the total junior/senior 
population. The chi-square test was used to test the null hypothesis that the samples of 
student respondents was homogeneous to the ISU junior and senior student population with 
regard to GPA. Chi-square values of 14.33 and 15.30 were computed for the ofF-campus and 
on-campus comparisons, respectively. The chi-square values were significant (p < .005) and 
therefore the null hypothesis was rejected. 
The chi-square results suggest that the samples were not representative of the ISU 
population of juniors and seniors with respect to GPA. An examination of the GPA 
distribution for the respondents found that a higher percentage of respondents fell in the 3 .00-
4.00 range. The ofif-campus sample had 48.6% of its respondents in the upper GPA range and 
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Table 8. Chi-Square Test of Gender Comparing Samples to ISU Population 
Sample ISU Population 
Male Female Male Female 
Group 
Off Campus 156 174 5021 3543 16.85* 
On Campus 251 144 4587 3204 3.39 
Total 407 318 9608 6747 1.95 
*p<.01 
Table 9. Chi-Square Test for GPA Comparing Samples to ISU Population 
GPA Sample ISU Population 
2.00-2.99 
Off Campus 
159 6272 14.33* 
3.00-4.00 150 3831 
2.00-2.99 
On Campus 
201 6272 15.30* 
3.00-4.00 184 3831 
*p<.01 
the on-campus respondents had 47.8%. The comparable percentage for the ISU junior-senior 
population was 37.9%. The samples are biased in favor of students with higher GPAs. 
Factor Identification 
Results of the factor analysis are presented in two parts: identification of factors and 
determination of item statements to include in the factors. Factors were identified through 
inspection of eigenvalues generated from separate factor analyses on the 11 constructs. Items 
within factors were determined through examination of the size of semipartial correlation 
coefficients. 
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Extraction of factors 
A summary of the results from the factor analysis is provided in Table 10. The table 
lists each construct by name and each factor and its related eigenvalue derived from each 
construct. Using the selection guideline of an eigenvalue of 1.00 or greater after rotation, one 
factor each was retained under the constructs labeled value, independence, social integration, 
convenience, and personal acclimation. The constructs providing two factors were facilities 
and services and quality of life. The constructs of academic integration, privacy, 
extracurricular activities, and external influences failed to produce any factors with an 
eigenvalue greater than 1.00. However, because these constructs were found to produce 
significant results in the studies conducted by Pascarella and Terenzini (1980) and Christi and 
Dinham (1991), one factor with the highest eigenvalue from each of these constructs was 
selected for further analysis. Factors selected were factor 1 from academic integration, factor 
1 from privacy, factor 1 from extracurricular activities, and factor 2 from external influences. 
Determination of items in factors 
The output of semipartial correlation coefficients was used to evaluate the strength and 
direction of the relationship between a questionnaire item and a factor. Output of this nature 
was reported for each of the 14 extracted factors. Using a coefficient value more extreme 
than + 0.40 as a guideline, the number of qualifying questionnaire items was reduced to 41 
from the original 112 items. Table 11 lists each of the 14 factors and identifies the qualifying 
questionnaire items and the corresponding correlation coefficients. Also identified are the 
statements indicating a negative correlation with the factor. These statements were reverse-
coded before calculating reliability coefficients and running the regression procedures. 
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Table 10. Eigenvalues Obtained Through Factor Analyses (Following Promax 
Rotation) 
CONSTRUCT FACTORI FACTOR2 FACTOR3 FACTOR4 FACTORS 
Value 1.34a 0.62 0.57 
Independence 1.70a 0.61 0.38 
Social 
Integration 
1.22a 0.67 0.72 0.58 
Facilities 
& Services 
l.Oia l .Oia  0.78 0.58 
Convenience 1.52a 0.89 0.71 
Quality 
of Life 
1.07a 0.73 1.05a 0.76 
Academic 
Integration 
0.70a 0.53 0.53 
Privacy 0.94a 0.75 0.70 
Extracurricular 
Activities 
0.99a 0.78 0.59 
External 
Influences 
0.84 0.97a 0.69 
Personal 
Acclimation 
1.28a 1.04a 
^Subfactors retained for regression analysis. 
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Table 11. Semipartial Correlation CoeiTicients for Questionnaire Items Grouped Under 
Factor-Analyzed Housing Factors with Cronbach Alpha Reliabilities 
Item # Correlation Item Statement 
CoefTicient 
Value Factor 1 Concerns About Housing Costs (a = .68) 
II .51 Living where I do is less costly than living elsewhere. 
I 20 -.57® I spend too much money on food that I do not eat. 
I 107 .82 Where I live allows me to save money on food. 
Independence Factor 1 Assumption of Adult Roles (a = .89) 
12 .70 I feel more like an adult by living where I do. 
121 .44 I feel in control of my own life by living where I do. 
I 44 .64 I believe I am better prepared for life after college by 
living where I do. 
I 90 .68 I can be more independent by living where I do. 
Social Integration Factor 1 Social Afllliation in Housing (a = .67) 
16 .54 I like the people I live with. 
I 27 .42 I rarely feel lonely by living where I do. 
I 40 .60 I have a sense of camaraderie with the people who live 
around me. 
168 .41 The people I live with positively influence my attitudes 
and values. 
I 98 -.40® The social activities available to me where I live are not 
satisfactory. 
Facilities & Services Factor 1 Space Limitations in Housing (a = .84) 
118 .71 I am unhappy with the lack of space I have for my 
personal belongings. 
1110 .56 The room I have for living space is too small. 
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Table 11. Continued 
Item # Correlation Item Statement 
CoefHcient 
Facilities & Services Factor 2 Meal Limitations in Housing (a = .65) 
I 7 -.57a I live where I do so that I can get the variety I need in 
meals. 
I 78 .40 Access to meals is a problem where I live. 
1111 .65 I consider the quality of the meals I eat to be a negative 
aspect about where I live. 
Convenience Factor 1 Convenience of Housing Location (a = .73) 
18 .67 I have to walk too far to get from my residence to 
campus. 
139 .65 I have to drive too far to get from my residence to 
campus. 
I 106 -.66a The location of my housing to campus is a great 
advantage for me. 
Quality of Life Factor 1 Psychological Support (a = .76) 
148 .52 I feel 1 have someone to fall back on if I need help with 
personal problems. 
I 50 .55 I believe my living arrangements help meet my 
emotional needs. 
I 52 .50 I have developed a sense of pride by living where I do. 
Quality of Life Factor 3 Freedom from Harassment (a = .52) 
137 .46 I live where I do to avoid harassment and discrimination 
against me. 
185 .42 I worry about sexual advances where I live. 
I 100 .63 I live where I do to get away from racial or ethnic 
harassment. 
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Table 11. Continued 
Item # Correlation 
CoefTicient 
Item Statement 
Academic Integration Factor 1 Supportive Housing Environment for Academics 
(a = .53) 
-.59^ Too many people who live with or near me do not have 
the same concern for academics that I do. 
.48 Living where I do reduces distractions and allows me to 
focus on my academics. 
154 
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Privacy Factor 1 Private Space Needs (a = .57) 
163 -.41^ Where I live I have the opportunity to spend time by 
myself 
179 .58 I am not satisfied with the privacy I have when using 
bathroom and shower facilities. 
191 .63 Persons living around me show no respect for my need f 
for peace and quiet. 
Extracurricular Act. Factor 1 College Community Involvement (a = .57) 
I 88 .74 I would not feel as involved with the college community 
if I lived elsewhere. 
I 89 .52 I live where I do to be involved in community 
governance. 
External Influences Factor 1 Pressures From Outside the College Community 
(a =.55) 
I 42 .58 Pressures from outside of Ames cause me to have a 
lower grade point average. 
I 64 .56 Pressures from outside of Ames decrease my social life 
at ISU. 
Personal Acclimation Factor 1 Personal Adaptability (a = .63) 
I 53 -.45^ I don't deal well with other peoples' habits. 
I 56 .51 I am a person who copes well with change. 
167 .41 Sharing living space with lots of people is easy for me. 
I 77 .60 I consider myself to be a very adaptable person. 
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Table 11. Continued 
Item # Correlation Item Statement 
Coefficient 
Personal Acclimation Factor 2 Diversity in Housing Community (a = .68) 
124 .88 I find that living with or near people fi-om different ethnic 
backgrounds to be stimulating. 
I 103 .48 I like being able to share experiences with many different 
types of people. 
%ems were reverse coded before subsequent data analysis. 
Alpha reliabilities for each factor are reported in Tables 10 and 11. The reliabilities 
range fi-om .52 to .89. According to Gay (1990), acceptable reliabilities range from .70 on up 
depending upon the type of test employed and the intended purpose of the test. Gay also 
states that when the instrument is new, the reliabilities are expected to be lower at first. In 
addition to being a new test, the low number of item statements per factor may have 
contributed to the lower reliability scores. 
Correlation coefficients between the 14 factors are reported in Table 12. Coefficients 
ranged from .01 to .67; 8 coefficients were more extreme than ± .50; only 2 of the 8 
coefficients were more extreme than + .60. The coefficients were relatively low indicating 
that some degree of independence existed between the 14 factors. Obtaining relatively low 
coefficient values suggests that each factor has the potential to contribute some unique 
information to explaining the outcome variable. 
Modeling of the 14 Factors Using Logistic Regression 
Four initial versions of the regression model were tested. The versions tested were; the 
full model that included all 14 factors plus the demographic variables of gender, academic 
Table 12. Correlations Between Factors and Factor Reliability^ 
Factor^ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1 .68 .58 .33 -.38 -.48 .03 .45 -.09 .41 -.45 -.09 -.16 .17 .05 
2 .89 .42 -.59 -.46 .16 .67 -.12 .56 -.62 -.11 -.16 .12 .01 
3 .67 -.31 -.36 -.13 .54 
p
 r .38 -.40 .08 -.25 .35 .16 
4 .84 .41 -.05 -.43 .12 -.49 .54 .11 .15 -.07 .06 
5 .65 .01 -.42 .06 -.40 .43 .03 .14 -.11 -.02 
6 .73 -.01 .07 .02 -.06 -.10 .09 -.08 -.09 
7 .76 -.08 .45 -.55 .01 -.22 .21 .16 
8 .52 -.14 .20 .35 .23 -.04 .13 
9 .53 -.59 -.11 -.17 .12 -.01 
10 .57 .15 .22 -.13 -.05 
11 .57 .15 .06 .22 
12 .55 -.13 -.04 
13 .63 .26 
14 .68 
^Coefficient alpha reliabilities are reported in the diagonal of the matrix. 
^1: value, 2: independence, 3: social integration, 4: facilities & services 1, 5; facilities & services 2, 
6: convenience, 7; quality of life 1, 8: quality of life 3, 9: academic integration, 10: privacy, 
11: extracurricular activities, 12: external influences, 13: personal acclimation 1, 14: personal acclimation 2. 
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classification, GPA, birth year, credit load, and monthly housing and food cost; a main effects 
model that included only the 14 factors; a reduced main effects model that included only 
those factors found to be significant in the main effects model; and a model that included only 
the 7 demographic variables. After running the logistic regression procedure on the first four 
models, a fifth test was added. This test would evaluate the demographic model without the 
variables of monthly housing and food cost estimates. The purpose in testing the fifth model 
was to evaluate the power of the personal characteristic variables of gender, classification, 
GPA, credit load, and age, to discriminate between the on-and off-campus location. 
Several sections of the SAS logistic regression output were used to evaluate the five 
regression models. Those sections are labeled; 1) assessing model fit, 2) analysis of 
maximum likelihood estimates, and 3). classification tables. 
Assessing model fit 
The first indication of model effectiveness was provided by the goodness-of-fit test. 
The results for all five models are reported in Table 13. All five models tested highly 
significant for goodness-of-fit (p < 0.0001). Given that the models were determined to be 
effective for describing the outcome variable, analysis shifted to reviewing the significance of 
the variables within each of the five models. 
Analysis of maximum likelihood estimates 
The SAS LOGISTIC procedure generating maximum likelihood estimates, produced a 
listing of parameter estimates for all variables included in the particular model being analyzed. 
Corresponding to each parameter estimate is a standard error, a Wald Chi-square test statistic, 
and the probability value for the chi-square test statistic. Table 14 reports the maximum 
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Table 13. Assessing Model Fit Using -2 Log L 
Model Intercept 
Only 
Intercept & 
Covariates 
Chi-Square 
for Covariates 
Degrees of 
Freedom 
P 
Full Model 957.00 85.74 871.26 21 0.0001 
Main Effects 957.00 231.18 725.82 14 0.0001 
Reduced 
Main Effects 
974.84 250.83 724.01 5 0.0001 
Demographics 
Only 
994.49 283.81 710.68 7 0.0001 
Demographics 
Less Monthly Cost 
994.49 953.38 41.10 5 0.0001 
likelihood parameter estimate and the probability value of the Wald Chi-square for each of the 
five models tested. 
The fiill model includes all 14 factors and 7 demographic variables. The factors testing 
significant were independence, convenience, quality of life 1, and extracurricular activities. 
The demographic variables proving significant were gender and the variables of monthly 
housing costs and monthly food costs. 
Estimation of the main effects model, which contained only the 14 factors, underscored 
the importance of most of the factors that were found significant in the full model. The 
factors of independence, convenience, and extracurricular activities tested highly significant 
with probability values of 0.001. However, the quality of life factor failed to repeat as 
significant, as indicated by its probability value increasing fi-om 0.021 in the full model to 
Table 14. Chi-Square Tests for Maximum Likelihood Estimates 
Full Model Main Effects Reduced Main Demographics Reduced Demo. 
Model EfTects Model Model Model 
Variable P p > x 2  P  P > x 2  P  p > x 2  P  p > x 2  P  P > * 2  
Intercept 13.75 .035* 13.40 001*** -2.89 .280 4.46 .001*** 
Value -0.16 .379 -0.04 .700 
Independence -0.81 .001*** -0.90 001*** -0.95 ,001*** 
Social Integration 0.18 .207 -0.01 .893 
Facilities & Services 1 0.05 .790 0.12 .216 
Facilities and Services 2 0.13 .351 0.04 .647 
Convenience -0.51 .001*** -0.38 001*** -0.38 .001*** 
Quality of Life 1 -0.60 .021* -0.16 .206 
Quality of Life 3 0.09 .606 0.03 .785 
Academic Integration -0.44 .099 -0.56 001*** -0.59 .001*** 
Privacy -0.21 .347 -0.06 .625 
Extracurricular Activities 0.79 .001*** 0.74 001*** 0.74 .001*** o\ 
External Influences 0.17 .489 -0.06 .611 o 
Personal Acclimation 1 0.07 .660 0.10 .200 
Personal Acclimation 2 0.13 .560 0.31 .009** 0.31 .003** 
Gender -1.74 .030* 0.13 .706 -0.58 001*** 
Class 0.70 .438 -0.56 .210 -0.74 001*** 
GPA -0.01 .335 0.01 .876 -0.01 .793 
Birth Year 0.01 .980 -0.02 .480 -0.02 .118 
Credit Load -0.08 .427 0.04 .397 0.06 .010** 
Monthly Housing Cost -0.02 .006** -0.02 .001*** 
Monthly Food Cost 0.06 .001*** 0.06 001*** 
* p < 0.05 
** p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
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0.206 in the main effects model. There were two other factors that tested significant in the 
main effects model that did not do so in the full model. The factors academic integration and 
personal acclimation 2 tested highly significant with probability values of 0.001 and 0.009, 
respectively. The five variables found to be significant in the main effects model-
independence, convenience, extracurricular activities, academic integration, and personal 
acclimation l~were tested as a reduced main effects model. The results of the maximum 
likelihood analysis of that reduced model reflected no change in results from the main effects 
model as all five variables were highly significant. The value in modeling the five significant 
main effect variables alone was to test the ability of the reduced regression model to 
accurately discriminate respondents parsimoniously as to their choice of housing location. 
The last four columns in Table 14 display the results of the two analyses of maximum 
likelihood estimates for models that include demographic variables only. In the demographics 
model the only two variables testing significant were monthly housing costs and monthly food 
costs. The probability value for each variable was 0.001. The reduced demographics model 
does not include the monthly housing and food costs. With the removal of those two 
variables, the probability values for gender, classification, and credit load produced significant 
probability values. 
Classification tables 
The final stage of data analysis involved the evaluation of how well the predictor 
variables in the form of the logistic regression models could correctly classify or discriminate 
respondents as to the outcome variable. In this study the dichotomous outcome variable was 
the respondents' choice of living on campus in the residence halls or moving to off-campus 
accommodations. The information in the classification table is provided in a three-by-three 
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matrix format. The complete tables are provided in Appendix H. For each of the five 
classification tables the following definitions apply to the elements in the table: 
Element 1,1: Number predicted off campus/actually observed off campus 
Element 1,2: Number predicted off campus/actually observed on campus 
Element 1,3: Total number predicted off campus 
Element 2,1: Number predicted on campus/actually observed off campus 
Element 2,2: Number predicted on campus/actually observed on campus 
Element 2,3: Total number predicted on campus 
Element 3,1: Total number observed off campus 
Element 3,2: Total number observed on campus 
Element 3,3: Total number of observations 
Summary results from the classification tables are displayed in Table 15. Overall, the 
results indicated that the models were very effective at classifying respondents to the 
appropriate outcome category. The full model produced the highest total percentage of 
correct classifications, with 97.4% accuracy. There appeared to be no difference in the 
model's ability to classify between the two outcome groups. The number of ofF-campus 
respondents classified correctly was 97.1% compared to 97.6% for the on-campus 
respondents. 
The main effects model did not suffer a drastic reduction in the ability to classify, 
correctly predicting 93.4%. The main effects model was able to classify 91.7% of the oflF-
campus respondents and 94.8% of those on campus correctly. Another way of looking at the 
change in accuracy of the predictions between the two models was to examine the percentage 
change in false predictions. False predictions increased from 2.9% to 6.5% in the off-campus 
category and fi-om to 2.4% to 6.7% in the on-campus category. 
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Table IS. Summary of Classification Table Results for the Five Models 
Model Total % %Off %On %Off % On 
Predicted Campus Campus Campus Campus 
Correctly Predicted Predicted False False 
Correctly Correctly Prediction Prediction 
Full Model 97.4 97.1 97.6 2.9 2.4 
Main Effects 93.4 91.7 94.8 6.5 6.7 
Reduced Main Effects 93.9 92.5 95.1 6.0 6.2 
Full Demographics 95.8 93.3 98.0 2.6 5.4 
Reduced Demographics 60.1 48.9 69.4 43.1 37.9 
Results from the reduced main effects model showed that total classification improved 
to 93.9% from 93.4% for the main effects model. The percentage of false predictions in the 
oflf-campus category was 6.0% and 6.2% for the on-campus category. These percentages 
were a slight decrease fi-om the main effects model. The reduced model contained only five 
variables, whereas the main effects model contained 14. A presumption may be made that 
reducing the number of variables decreases the likelihood of collinearity. In the linear context, 
collinearity may cause the least square point estimates to be far from the true values of the 
regression parameters (Bowerman & O' Connell, 1990). Because logistic regression 
represents a transformation fi-om the linear context, collinearity may be affecting the models 
with the larger number of variables. 
Table 16 displays the intercorrelation of the five variables included in the reduced main 
effects model. The highest correlation coefficient obtained is -.59. Bowerman and O'Connell 
(1990) stated that collinearity does not become a significant problem until correlation 
coefficients become more extreme than + .90. 
The model which included all demographic variables correctly classified 95.8% of all 
respondents. This was the second-highest classification rate out of the five models tested. 
The rate for correctly classifying on-campus respondents was 98.0%, and 93.3% for the off-
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Table 16. Factor Correlations and Factor Reliability^ for the Reduced 
Main Effects Model 
Factor 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Independence .89 .58 .33 -.38 -.48 
2. Convenience .73 .42 -.59 -.46 
3. Academic Integration .53 -.31 -.36 
4. Extracurricular Activities .57 .41 
5. Personal Acclimation 2 .68 
Coefficient alpha reliabilities are reported in the diagonal of the matrix. 
campus group. Only the monthly housing and food cost variables tested significant. Because 
these variables indicated strong significance, it was decided to model the two demographic 
variables independently of the other five. 
The two-variable model was able to classify over 90% of all respondents correctly. 
Although monthly housing and food costs appear to be important variables in explaining 
where students live, the decision was made not to place too much importance on this finding. 
This decision was due to the poor response rate obtained from the on-campus students for 
these two variables. Many respondents did not provide any estimate of monthly housing and 
food costs, and therefore this author supplied the figures based on current room and board 
fees. Many respondents realized that the questionnaire originated from the office that is 
responsible for assessing room and board fees. Because of this knowledge, respondents 
thought the question was a waste of their time and indicated that feeling. Although the figures 
supplied by the author were accurate, they did not take into account funds expended above 
and beyond the room and board fee. For these reasons the model was not found to be useful 
and was not reported in Table 15. 
When the remaining five demographic variables were tested as the reduced demographic 
model, the parameter estimates for gender, student classification, and credit load each were 
significant. However, the results of the classification table found that the total percentage of 
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respondents classified correctly dropped to only 60.1%. The classification rate for the on-
campus group was 69.4%, and the off-campus rate was 48.9%. The reduced demographic 
model proved not to be an effective model at all. 
Perusal of the results in Table 15 suggested that the most useful model was the reduced 
main effects model, which presents residence hall administrators with a workable number of 
variables on which to concentrate further study. The variables are of the type that may be 
subject to some form of influence by way of services offered to students in the residence halls. 
Interpretation of Findings 
The theoretical basis for this study was provided by Tinto's (1975) model of college 
student dropout behavior. The two key variables identified in his model which could be 
operationalized to the residence hall situation were academic integration and social 
integration. Pascarella and Terenzini (1979), Pascarella and Terenzini (1980), and Chapman 
and Pascarella (1983) verified that these variables were important in discriminating between 
persisters and dropouts. In this study, the results of the logistic regression procedures found 
that academic integration was a significant factor in classifying students as to their living on or 
off campus, whereas social integration did not provide significant results. 
Academic integration was assessed through two statements measuring the need for a 
housing environment that was supportive of academics. The statements are, "Too many 
people who live with or near me do not have the same concern for academics that I do" and 
"Living where I do reduces distractions and allows me to focus on my academics." A mean 
factor score of 3.66 was obtained from respondents off campus and 2.73 from those on 
campus (Table 17). The score suggests that off-campus students perceive their environments 
Table 17. Mean Scores by Factor from the Reduced Main Effects Model 
Factor 
Item Statement 
OfT-Campus On-Campus 
Factor Mean Factor Mean 
Score® Score® 
Independence 4.30 2.70 
I feel more like an adult by living where I do. 
I fee! in control of my own life by living where I do. 
I believe I am better prepared for life after college by living where I do. 
I can be more independent by living where I do. 
Convenience 2.40 1.90 
I have to walk too far to get from my residence to campus. 
I have to drive too far to get from my residence to campus. 
The location of my housing to campus is a great advantage for me. 
Academic Integration 3.66 2.73 
Too many people who live with or near me do not have the same concern for 
academics that I do. 
Living where I do reduces distractions and allows me to focus on my academics. 
Extracurricular Activities 2.25 2.76 
I would not feel as involved with the college community if I lived elsewhere. 
I live where I do to be involved in community governance. 
Personal Acclimation 2 3.21 3.39 
I find that living with or near people from different ethnic backgrounds to be 
stimulating. 
I like being able to share experiences with many different types of people. 
^Strongly disagree; 1, Strongly agree; 5. 
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to be more supportive of academics than do the on-campus students. This perception may be 
diflBcult for the residence halls to overcome as the facilities used to house students purposely 
create a high-density environment for living and eating purposes within a small geographic 
area. Students living in apartment buildings may live in high-density areas, but may be better 
able to seclude themselves from the other residents. 
Another issue raised by upperclassmen during the one-on-one student interviews was 
that freshmen residents in the halls acted too immaturely and did not perceive the importance 
of an academic environment. The freshmen behavior tended to aggravate the upperclassmen 
and disrupt their environment for study. These comments underscore the perception that off-
campus students experience fewer distractions in their living environment than do those who 
live in the halls. The implication of these findings for residence hall administrators is the need 
to develop policies that create an environment supportive of academics and that balance the 
needs of the lowerclassmen and upperclassmen in the halls. 
Unlike academic integration, social integration was not found to be a significant variable 
in classifying on-and ofF-campus students. This result was somewhat surprising because 
students interviewed claimed that the residence halls were a good place to acquire initial 
fiiendships. Furthermore, Christie and Dinham (1991) found that living in the residence halls 
enhanced social integration through the processes of meeting other students, developing 
student fnendships, gaining information about social events, and shifting away from high 
school fnends. A strong possibility exists that the concept of social integration was not 
operationalized adequately in this study. 
A factor that may have compensated for social integration was extracurricular activities. 
According to Christie and Dinham (1991) participation in extracurricular activities was found 
to result in many of the same benefits as residence hall living, thereby enhancing social 
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integration. Student informants revealed how participation in extracurricular activities 
provided them with an explicit link to the college environment, and this was cited by several 
students as leading to their persistence in the second year of college. 
A statement used to assess the factor of extracurricular activities was, "I would not feel 
as involved with the college community if I lived elsewhere." The mean factor scores 
obtained were 2.25 for ofF-campus students and 2.76 for on-campus students. Both mean 
scores are on the disagreement side of the scale, although the residence hall students were 
more neutral on this than were the ofF-campus students. These results seem reasonable given 
that a higher level of structured activities can be found within the residence hall system as well 
as a network for obtaining campus information. 
The factors independence, convenience, and personal acclimation were constructs 
articulated through student interviews and conversations with residence hall experts. The 
factor statements which produced the greatest difference in mean scores between off- and on-
campus students were those statements used to assess independence. The independence 
statements focused on the assumption of adult roles, and read "I feel more like an adult by 
living where I do," "I feel in control of my own life by living where I do," "I believe I am 
better prepared for life after college by living where I do," and "I can be more independent by 
living where I do." The mean factor score obtained from the oflf-campus students was 4.30. 
The on-campus student mean factor score was 2.70. Students living off campus provide much 
stronger ratings for feelings of independence in their housing location than do students living 
in the residence halls. 
Speculation about why students living off campus experience greater feelings of 
independence may be related to the skills they obtain by maintaining a household and the lack 
of an overt housing authority. OfF-campus living usually entails the need to establish a 
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sufficient cash flow for monthly living expenses and to allocate personal time for study, 
household chores, meal preparation, employment, and recreation. Students living in the 
residence halls generally have a consolidated bill from the university which covers their tuition, 
housing, and food. They do not need to worry about meal preparation or household chores. 
An example of the difference in budgeting skills that existed between on-and off-campus 
students was observed when reviewing the questionnaire responses on monthly housing and 
food costs. A high percentage of students living off campus were capable of providing these 
figures. Many on-campus students could not respond, and those who did often provided 
information that did not match their monthly room and board rate. 
The other issue which may affect the perception of independence is the overt 
enforcement of rules and regulations in the residence halls. Overt enforcement refers to the 
staffing of resident assistants and hall directors in the student living areas. Comments 
obtained in student interviews referred to the feelings of resentment that existed between the 
advisors and upperclassmen regarding the enforcement of polices, particularly when the 
upperclassmen viewed themselves as having more experience than the resident assistant living 
in the halls Students living in apartments very likely have a significant number of rules to 
abide by in their lease but they do not experience a constant presence of their landlord 
reminding them of the rules. 
Gaining the feeling of independence from one's living situation does not imply that the 
situation is a convenient one. An argument could be made that students who continue to live 
in the residence halls experience a greater convenience from not having to be concerned about 
meal preparation and the maintenance of a home. If this is true, it does not appear to 
counterbalance the perceived need for independence expressed by the off-campus students. 
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Statements designed to assess convenience failed to produce a viable factor concerned 
with the convenience of not having to do household chores or prepare meals. The factor 
analysis did extract a convenience factor where the underlying concern was the geographic 
location of student housing in relation to the college campus. Statements used to assess 
convenience included: "I have to walk too far to get from my residence to campus," "I have 
to drive too far to get from my residence to campus," and "The location of my housing to 
campus is a great disadvantage for me." The mean factor scores for the both off- and on-
campus students indicated disagreement with these statements, with scores of 2.40 and 1.90, 
respectively. This particular set of scores may provide one key to why students remain in the 
residence halls. These students report a higher rating of convenience than do their ofF-campus 
counterparts. Advantages gained by seniority in the residence system may provide for a hall 
assignment near classrooms, an assignment into what may be considered most desirable in 
terms of access to in-hall facilities, and access to nearby parking. 
The last of the five factors found to be significant in the regression model was identified 
as personal acclimation. The original idea behind this factor was that there might be a 
difference in the way people acclimate to their environment. Those who acclimate readily 
might be more successful in the residence hall environment. The statements that focused on 
the ability to cope with others' habits or to live with many persons nearby did not emerge as a 
viable factor. The statements that did emerge successfully were related to the diversity of 
persons in the environment. These statements read: "I find that living with or near people 
from different ethnic backgrounds to be stimulating," and "I like being able to share 
experiences with many different types of people." Respondents from off campus had a mean 
factor score of 3.21, while the mean scores for on-campus respondents were 3.39. There may 
be some indication that residence hall students who remain in the halls as upperclassmen are 
more capable of appreciating or tolerating the diversity of their co-inhabitants. 
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The five factors found useful in predicting residence hall occupancy provide a starting 
point for residence hall administrators as they consider policies and services that enhance 
upperclassmen retention in the residence halls. All five factors appear to be of the type that 
can be influenced through creative offerings of alternative student housing services. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Residence hall systems within the Big Eight Conference and at institutions defined as 
Iowa State University's land grant peers have experienced occupancy rate declines which 
exceed the rate of decline in institutional enrollments. U. S. Department of Education (1991) 
statistics indicated that institutions of higher education enrollments are comprised of 
increasing numbers of women, adult students, and part-time students, while the number of 
traditional college-bound graduating high school seniors has decreased by 150,000 students 
annually. These trends are responsible for the downward pressure on residence hall 
occupancy. 
To survive financially administrators of residence hall systems must maintain a stable 
occupancy base. A fine balance is struck between collecting adequate room and board fees 
and providing fiands for a quality facility and services that appeal to students. Declining 
occupancy is a double-edged sword that places a greater burden on room and board fees 
without an apparent increase in services to the residents. Occupancy declines can be 
attributed to either a decrease in the new students entering the system or to an increase in 
current residents leaving the system before graduation. The worst case is a combination of 
both events. 
The purpose of this study was to identify the factors that influence a student's decision 
to continue living in the residence halls or to move to off-campus accommodations. The 
percentage of juniors and seniors living in the halls, as compared to the total residence hall 
population, is less than 30%. If residence hall administrators could gain a better 
understanding of why upperclassmen choose not to continue their residence in the halls, it may 
be possible to develop and market housing services that encourage a greater number to do so. 
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Encouraging a higher percentage of upperclassmen to remain in the halls would buffer the 
effect on occupancy related to the decline in new students entering the system. 
Tinto's (1975) theoretical model for explaining student dropout behavior from college 
was adapted as the fi-amework to help explain student dropout behavior from the residence 
halls. Tinto's model identified two key constructs as affecting dropout behavior—academic 
integration and social integration. Additional sources for construct development were follow-
up studies to Tinto's model, interviews with current and former student residents of the halls, 
and input from residence hall experts. Initially, ten constructs were identified and defined. A 
review of the constructs and definitions by residence hall experts resulted in the addition of a 
new construct, called privacy. The following constructs were identified as factors that were 
likely to influence a student's housing choice: social integration, convenience, independence, 
academic integration, value, quality of life, facilities and services, extracurricular activities, 
personal acclimation, external experiences, and privacy. 
A questionnaire was developed to assess these constructs. A total of 154 Likert-type 
statements were developed that required the respondents to rate their agreement with the 
statement on a 5-point scale; a rating of 1 was used to strongly disagree, 2 to disagree, 3 was 
neutral, 4 to agree, and 5 to strongly agree with the statement. The statements were 
submitted to residence hall experts for the purpose of classifying each of the item statements 
according to their own perception of the construct being assessed. Their review, plus the 
input fi-om two faculty members in the College of Family and Consumer Sciences, resulted in 
the realignment of statements to other constructs and the elimination of unclear statements. 
The final format of the instrument contained 112 statements used to assess the 11 
constructs. Demographic information collected included the respondent's gender, GPA, 
student classification, credit load, age, and monthly housing and food costs. 
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The instrument was administered to two samples of students at ISU during the Fall 
1993 term. The samples were obtained from the accessible population containing 2,953 
students who lived in the residence halls Fall 1990 and Spring 1991 and were registered for 
classes during the Fall term 1993. The accessible population contained 660 students who 
lived in the residence halls and 2,293 students who previously lived in the residence halls but 
lived in off-campus accommodations at the time of the study. Questionnaires were delivered 
to all 660 residence hall students and to a random sample containing 977 students who lived 
off campus. Completed questionnaires were received from 395 out of 660 residence hall 
students, for a return rate of 59.8%. The return from off-campus students was 328 out of 
977, for a return rate of 33 .6%. 
The data were subjected to two statistical procedures. The first procedure was an 
exploratory factor analysis utilizing maximum likelihood extraction and promax (oblique) 
rotation, and the second procedure was a logistic regression analysis. A separate factor 
analysis was run on each set of questionnaire items used to assess a construct. This procedure 
identified the extracted factors and produced a table of semipartial correlation coefficients 
which summarized the relationships between factor and item statements. 
Five models were subjected to the regression analysis. The model versions tested were: 
the full model, which included all factors plus the demographic variables of gender, academic 
classification, GPA, birth year, credit load, and monthly housing and monthly food costs; a 
main effects model that included only the factors; a reduced main effects model that included 
only those factors found to be significant in the main effects model; a model that included 
only the 7 demographic variables; and a demographic variable model that excluded the 
variables of monthly housing and monthly food cost estimates. 
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The factor analyses extracted a total of 10 factors from the 112 items using the criterion 
of an eigenvalue of 1.00 or greater. These 10 factors included a single factor from each of the 
constructs labeled value, independence, social integration, and convenience. Two factors each 
were extracted from the constructs of facilities and services, quality of life, and personal 
acclimation. The constructs of academic integration, privacy, extracurricular activities, and 
external influences failed to produce a factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1.00. Because 
these constructs were supported in the literature (Tinto, 1975; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; 
Christi & Dinham, 1991) as having a significant effect on college student dropout behavior, 
one factor was selected from each of these constructs with the greatest eigenvalue for further 
analysis in the logistic regression. The final full model that would be subjected to the logistic 
regression analysis contained 14 factors and 7 demographic variables as the independent 
variables. The outcome variable was housing location, that is, living on or off campus. 
The results of the logistic regression procedure provided an analysis of each model's 
goodness-of-fit, an analysis of maximum likelihood estimates, and a classification table. The 
goodness-of-fit test for each model produced a chi-square for covariates that tested significant 
(p = 0.0001), leading to a conclusion that each model was effective in describing the outcome 
variable. 
The analysis of maximum likelihood estimates produced parameter estimates and tests 
of significance for each independent variable in the model. Selection of variables for inclusion 
in the reduced main effects model was guided by this analysis. The independent variables 
from the full model found to significantly contribute to discriminating respondents as to the 
outcome variable were independence, convenience, quality of life 1, extracurricular activities, 
gender, monthly housing costs, and monthly food costs. When the main effects alone were 
modeled, the variable quality of life 1 dropped out while academic integration and personal 
acclimation were added as significant variables. Thus, the analysis of the reduced main effects 
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model confirmed the significance of the variables independence, convenience, academic 
integration, extracurricular activities, and personal acclimation 2 (p < 0.0001). 
The classification tables produced for each model displayed the ability of each model to 
classify respondents correctly as to their indicated housing location. Every model was able to 
classify respondents correctly above the 90% level. The strongest model was the full model, 
which could classify 97.1% of the respondents correctly. The most useful model was the 
reduced main effects model, which classified 93.9% of the respondents correctly. Between 
groups, the model correctly classified 95.1% of the on-campus residents and 92.5% of the off-
campus residents. 
The importance of these exploratory findings is twofold. First, the results identify five 
specific constructs that are important to upperclassmen students in determining where they 
live. These factors could become the basis for affecting changes in residence hall policies 
aimed at retaining a higher number of upperclassmen in the halls. The factors also provide a 
foundation for further study to clarify and refine factor definition and to determine whether 
the results can be replicated. 
Second, these results identified factors that were considered unimportant for 
determining housing location. Residence hall administrators should use these findings as a 
guide to directing scarce resources toward factors that positively impact residence hall 
retention. 
The exploratory nature of this study requires that additional studies be undertaken in 
order to lend credibility to the obtained results. A suggestion for a follow-up project involves 
administering an instrument to students living in the residence halls classified as freshmen or 
sophomores. The instrument would consist of statements assessing the five factors found to 
influence upperclassmen's housing choice. The purpose of the study would be to determine 
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whether the instrument could classify the respondents correctly as those who continue to live 
in the residence halls or move to ofF-campus accommodations. 
Additional suggestions for future studies include; 
1. Revise the questionnaire by adding items to the five factors to improve the 
reliability of the factors. 
2. Replicate the study at ISU to verify the results of this study using the revised 
questionnaire. 
3. Conduct a study at an institution similar to ISU for possible verification of findings. 
4. Replicate the study at an institution that is of a different institutional type. The 
study by Chapman and Pascarella (1983) found that social and academic integration 
affected dropout behavior differently depending upon institutional type. 
5. Conduct a study using a naturalistic research methodology not only to seek 
evidence of validity regarding the identified factors in this study but also to 
determine other possible variables that influence housing choices. 
Residence hall administrators commit large sums of money to operate and maintain 
residence hall facilities. Verification of findings is important to ensure that the decision to 
commit resources for student retention is one that has a high probability of stabilizing or 
increasing system revenues. 
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APPENDIX A 
ENROLLMENT & RESIDENCE HALL OCCUPANCIES FOR UNIVERSITIES IN THE 
BIG EIGHT CONFERENCE AND THE LAND GRANT 11 PEER GROUP FOR 1983-1992 
Year 
University 
Enrollment 
Residence 
Hall 
Occupancy 
Classification of Students In Undergraduate Halls 
(%) 
Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 
% Enrolled 
Students in 
Residence Halls 
University of Colorado 
1983 22190 6138 55.0 29.0 9.0 5.0 27.7 
1984 22299 6155 55.0 28.0 10.0 5.0 27.6 
1985 22767 6100 58.0 25.0 10.0 5.0 26.8 
1986 23123 6141 59.0 25.0 9.0 5.0 26.6 
1987 23325 6139 62.0 22.0 9.0 5.0 26.3 
1988 24072 5995 55.2 28,2 9.4 4.6 24,9 
1989 24365 5852 57.3 26.2 8,9 5.6 24,0 
1990 25176 6040 66.1 19.6 8.0 4.6 24,0 
1991 25571 5882 56.9 25.6 9.2 5.4 23,0 
1992 25089 5956 58.6 22.8 9.5 5.7 23,6 
Iowa State University 
1983 26020 9680 47.0 24,4 16.6 12.0 37.2 
1984 26321 9603 49.0 24,0 16.0 10.0 36.5 
1985 26529 9770 49.6 23,3 16.3 10.1 36.8 
1986 26431 9623 50.7 22,4 15.3 10.8 36.4 
1987 25707 8790 52.4 22.2 14.1 9.6 34.2 
1988 25448 8415 54.9 22.4 13.0 9.0 33.1 
1989 25489 8392 56.9 22.0 12.2 8.2 32.9 
1990 25339 8315 51.8 24.2 14,0 8.8 32.2 
1991 25250 7851 51.4 23.9 15,3 11.0 31.1 
1992 25263 7742 53.2 22.6 14,7 11,8 30.6 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
University Residence Classification of Students In Undergraduate Halls % Enrolled 
Enrollment Hall (%) Students in 
Occupancy Residence Halls 
Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 
University of Kansas 
24060 4696 54.0 23.0 12,0 6.0 19.5 
24436 4406 53.0 24.0 11.0 7.0 18.0 
24500 4736 65.0 16.0 8.0 6.0 19.3 
25822 5969 57.0 21.0 10.0 5.0 23.1 
26306 6052 61.8 15.4 8.2 5.4 23.0 
26020 5476 69.6 13.9 6.0 3.9 21.0 
26320 4048 66.3 12.9 6.9 3.6 15.4 
26436 3938 65.1 13.1 7.0 3.8 14.9 
26661 3682 63.0 13.0 8.0 5.0 13.8 
26465 3352 67.0 11.0 6.0 5.0 12.7 
Kansas State University 
17359 4113 48.0 23.0 16.0 11.0 23.7 
18092 3983 47.0 23.0 16.0 11.0 22.0 
14384 3561 49.0 20.0 15.0 12.0 24.8 
17630 3487 46.0 21.0 14.0 13.0 19.8 
18048 4002 53.0 18.0 14.0 10.0 22,2 
19301 4083 56.6 19.3 11.6 9.2 21.2 
21110 4159 58.3 20.5 11.8 7.0 19,7 
21137 3904 56.4 20.9 11.8 7.9 18.5 
20610 3813 55.5 18.9 12.0 9.6 18,5 
20470 3574 55.0 19.0 12.0 10.0 17.5 
Year 
University Residence 
Enrollment Hall 
Occupancy 
1983 24059 6520 
1984 23410 6204 
1985 22889 6061 
1986 22532 5974 
1987 22796 6036 
1988 23434 6188 
1989 24220 6116 
1990 24977 5969 
1991 24660 5278 
1992 23346 4408 
1983 24789 5068 
1984 23275 5096 
1985 23214 4998 
1986 23173 4885 
1987 23466 4696 
1988 23985 4662 
1989 23926 4763 
1990 24453 4527 
1991 24620 4244 
1992 24573 4059 
Classification of Students In Undergraduate Halls % Enrolled 
(%) Students in 
Residence Halls 
Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 
University of Missouri 
51.9 28.0 12.5 6.6 27.1 
55.7 23.2 11.8 7.7 26.5 
57.3 22.0 11.2 7.5 26.5 
55.4 23.3 10.2 7.9 26.5 
59.7 19.9 9.7 6.4 26.5 
64.6 20.8 8.2 6.4 26.4 
66.5 19,2 8.5 4.7 25.3 
61.4 20.6 9.0 5.6 23.9 
61.3 20.8 9.2 5.2 21.4 
59.0 21.0 9.0 7.0 18.9 
University of Nebraska 
50.6 24.4 14.0 7.9 20.4 
51.9 24.5 13.2 7.3 21.9 
52.9 24.9 13.6 7.0 21.5 
54.8 25.5 12.9 6.3 21.1 
58.3 23.5 10.5 6.6 20.0 
60.5 25.1 7.2 4.9 19.4 
62.3 24.3 6.6 4.2 19.9 
63.7 23.8 6.0 3.5 18,5 
59.0 21.0 9.0 6,0 17,2 
59.0 21.0 9.0 6,0 16,5 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
University Residence Classification of Students In Undergraduate Halls % Enrolled 
Enrollment Hall (%) Students in 
Occupancy Residence Halls 
Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 
University of Oklahoma 
21512 3992 50.0 25.0 15,0 5.0 18.6 
19958 3563 65.0 15.0 10.0 5.0 17.6 
20230 3658 65.0 15.0 10.0 5.0 18.1 
20582 3587 68.0 14.0 10.0 5.0 17.4 
20979 3735 75.0 14.0 5.0 5.0 17.8 
20632 3391 75.0 15.5 5.0 5.0 16,4 
19250 2666 78.0 15.5 3.0 3.0 13.8 
19246 2824 76.0 15.5 4.0 4.0 14.7 
19650 2851 73.0 15.5 6.0 5.0 14.5 
20015 2904 71.0 16.0 7.0 4.0 14.5 
Oklahoma State University 
22366 6345 47.0 23,0 16,0 10,0 28,3 
21449 5834 49.0 22,0 15,0 11,0 27.2 
21379 5715 54,0 21,0 14,0 10.0 26.7 
21176 4729 55.0 19,0 13.0 8.0 22,3 
19747 4391 58,0 19,0 13,0 9.0 22,2 
20004 4289 64,0 17,0 11.0 7.0 21,4 
19263 3966 61,5 19,1 10,1 6.0 20,6 
18669 3276 64,3 19,0 9.8 6,3 17,5 
18582 3218 62,0 18,4 12,2 6,5 17,3 
18478 3367 58,5 20,1 11,5 7,6 18.2 
.4 
,7 
.8 
,7 
,8  
1,2 
1.5 
1,4 
1,5 
6 
,0 
,0 
,2 
,8  
,4 
.9 
,0 
,3 
,5 
1 
University Residence Classification of Students In Undergraduate Halls 
Enrollment Hall (%) 
Occupancy 
Year Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 
University of Minnesota 
1983 46445 4374 38.0 27.0 15.0 9.0 
1984 44659 4375 38.0 26.0 16.0 7.0 
1985 44590 4371 45.0 26.0 14.0 8.0 
1986 45006 4370 46.0 27.0 13.0 7.0 
1987 44293 4374 48.0 27.0 13.0 7.0 
1988 42571 4373 47.0 27.0 12.0 6,0 
1989 41016 4343 45.0 30.0 13.0 7.0 
1990 40972 4301 46.0 26.0 130. 7.0 
1991 39315 4152 44.0 26.0 13.0 8.0 
1992 38019 3644 44.0 24.0 10.0 5.0 
Texas A&M 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
36846 9596 
36827 9577 
35675 9543 
36570 9821 
39079 9183 
39176 8992 47.0 32.0 16,0 5.0 
40505 10967 49.0 31.0 13,0 7,0 
41171 10421 51.0 27.0 18,0 4,0 
40997 10473 48.0 32,0 14,0 6.0 
41710 10928 53.0 25,0 14,0 8.0 
Year 
University Residence 
Enrollment Hall 
Occupancy 
1983 40122 16168 
1984 40272 16730 
1985 41032 17227 
1986 41897 17513 
1987 42096 17447 
1988 42695 17948 
1989 42866 17340 
1990 42785 16619 
1991 42088 15897 
1992 
1983 22632 
1984 23602 
1985 24023 
1986 24558 
1987 24021 5873 
1988 25537 6125 
1989 26209 5700 
1990 26683 5859 
1991 27236 5980 
1992 27156 5998 
Classification of Students In Undergraduate Halls 
(%) 
Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 
% Enrolled 
Students in 
Residence Halls 
Michigan State University 
46.9 26.9 13.8 7.6 40.3 
49.5 25.0 13.7 7.0 41.5 
49.8 25.8 12.9 6.8 42.0 
49.6 26.4 12.7 6.9 41.8 
49.4 27.2 11.7 7.2 41.4 
49.9 27.7 11.2 6.8 42.0 
48.4 29.4 10.6 6,4 40.4 
48.4 27.6 11.0 7.5 38.8 
48.9 26.5 10.4 8.5 37.8 
North Carolina State University 
24.4 
23.9 
21.7 
21.9 
21.9 
22.0 
Year 
University Residence 
Enrollment Hall 
Occupancy 
1983 31856 11837 
1984 31457 11345 
1985 31987 11377 
1986 32243 11199 
1987 33174 10665 
1988 34969 11548 
1989 35817 11284 
1990 35647 11066 
1991 36163 10945 
1992 35833 10675 
1983 34632 
1984 34760 
1985 35997 
1986 36330 8915 
1987 36340 8414 
1988 36036 8754 
1989 35032 8561 
1990 35766 8860 
1991 36139 8623 
1992 35815 8016 
Classification of Students In Undergraduate Halls % Students 
(%) Enrolled in 
Residence Halls 
Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 
University of Purdue 
44.0 29.0 15.0 12.0 44.3 
46.0 28.0 15.0 11.0 43.2 
49.0 28.0 13.0 10.0 42.6 
51.0 28.0 12.0 9.0 41.5 
53.0 27.0 12.0 8.0 38.4 
58.0 26.0 10.0 6.0 39.9 
55.0 31.0 10.0 4.0 38.0 
50.0 30.0 12,0 8.0 37.4 
50.0 26.0 13.0 11.0 36.8 
51.0 27.0 12.0 10.0 36.4 
University of Illinois 
56.0 31.0 8.0 4.0 24.5 
58.0 30.0 8.0 4.0 23.2 
57.0 29.0 9.0 5.0 24.3 
55.0 30.0 10.0 5.0 24.4 
60.0 25.0 10.0 5.0 24.8 
58.0 27.0 9.0 5,0 23.8 
59.0 24,0 10,0 5.0 22.4 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
University Residence Classification of Students In Undergraduate Halls % Students 
Enrollment Hall (%) Enrolled in 
Occupancy Residence Halls 
Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 
University of California-Davis 
18969 2886 15.2 
19542 2886 80.0 20.0 14.8 
19835 2886 75.0 25.0 14.6 
19809 3463 75.0 25.0 17.5 
20858 4103 69.0 16.0 14.0 1.0 19.7 
21838 4114 74.0 10.0 15.0 1.0 18.8 
22571 4309 73.0 10.0 16.0 1.0 19.1 
23910 4309 74.0 12.0 12.0 2.00 18.0 
23302 3429 71.0 12.0 15.0 3.0 14,7 
22889 3503 72.0 11.0 15.0 2.0 15.3 
Ohio State University 
53757 
52434 9745 64.0 24.0 8.0 4,0 18,6 
53199 9718 66.0 23.0 7.0 4.0 18.3 
53880 9583 66.0 23.0 7.0 4.0 17.8 
53115 9267 67.0 23,0 6.0 4,0 17.4 
53669 9661 73.0 19.0 5,0 3.0 18.0 
52895 8738 71.0 22,0 5,0 2,0 16.5 
54094 8348 71.0 21,0 5,0 3.0 15.4 
54313 7622 71.0 22,0 5,0 2,0 14.0 
52183 7326 71,0 21,0 6,0 2,0 14.0 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
University Residence Classification of Students In Undergraduate Halls % Students 
Enrollment Hall (%) Enrolled in 
Occupancy Residence Halls 
Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 
University of Wisconsin-Madison 
43075 6743 49.9 35.3 10.2 4.6 15.7 
44218 6930 55.1 35.5 9.0 4.0 15.7 
45050 6854 51.9 35.7 8.6 3.8 15.2 
44584 6837 51.3 36.4 8.9 3.4 15.3 
43368 6859 55.1 33.9 7.9 3.1 15.8 
43641 6952 57.6 32.7 6.4 3.3 15.9 
43695 6836 56.6 34.7 6.6 2.1 15.6 
43536 6617 58.4 32.3 7.2 2.1 15.2 
43196 6614 58.0 32.8 6.6 2.6 15.3 
41948 6393 56.1 33.6 6.8 3.5 15.2 
University of Arizona 
30460 4838 40.0 30.0 20.0 10.0 15.9 
30306 4865 40.0 30.0 20.0 10.0 16.1 
30864 5000 40.0 30.0 20.0 10.0 16.2 
31569 4580 45.0 28.0 18.0 9.9 14.5 
33009 5026 43.0 29.0 19.0 9.0 15.2 
34725 4910 45.0 28.0 19.0 8.0 14.1 
36676 4915 50.0 25.0 17.0 8.0 13.4 
35735 4943 55.0 22.0 16.0 7.0 13.8 
35220 4610 57.0 20.0 16. 7.0 13.1 
35129 4686 60.0 20.0 13.0 7.0 13.3 
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APPENDIX B 
INTERVIEW SCHEDULES 
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Interview Schedule for 
Upperclassmen Living in the Residence Halls 
1. What do you believe are the factors that upperclassmen would cite as contributing to 
their decision to continue to live in the residence halls? 
2. Are you satisfied with your housing arrangements? If so, why? 
3. Was your choice to live in the halls affected in any way by how that choice would affect 
your academic goals? Do you view your living arrangements as being an advantage in 
supporting your class work? 
4. Was your choice to live in the halls affected in any way by how that choice would affect 
your social life? 
5. Do you believe it is easier or more difficult to stay involved in campus or social activities 
by living in the residence halls? 
6. Do you perceive that different types of persons choose to live in the halls versus off-
campus? How would you describe those differences? 
7. If you had to identify what the halls lack in comparison to living off-campus what would 
you indicate? 
8. What suggestions would you offer that might encourage more upperclassmen to choose 
to remain in the residence halls? 
9. Do you think residence hall floors restricted to upperclassmen would be successful? 
Would this encourage more upperclassmen to remain in the halls? 
10. If the department offered upperclassmen floors at the south towers complex would this 
be an adequate trade-off over campus location such as Friley or Helser Halls? 
11. How important is employment in determining where you reside? 
12. How important is transportation in determining where you reside? 
13. How important is personal security in determining where you reside? 
14. How do the residence hall alcohol policies affect a person's choice to stay in or move 
from the residence halls? 
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Interview Schedule for 
Upperclassmen Living OfF-Campus 
1. As a person who currently lives off-campus and who previously lived in the residence 
halls, what factors contributed to your decision to live off-campus? 
2. Are you satisfied with your current housing arrangement? If so, why? 
3. Was your choice to live off-campus affected in any way by how that choice would affect 
your academic goals? Do you view your living arrangements as being an advantage in 
supporting your class work? 
4. Was your choice to live off-campus affected in any way by how that choice would affect 
your social life? 
5. Do you believe it is easier or more difficult to stay involved in campus or social activities 
by living off-campus? 
6. Do you perceive that different types of persons choose to live off-campus versus in the 
residence halls? How would you describe those differences? 
7. What did you like the most about living in the residence halls? 
8. What do you like most about living off-campus? 
9. If you had to identify what off-campus living lacks in comparison to the residence halls 
what would you indicate? 
10. What suggestions would you offer that might encourage more upperclassmen to choose 
to remain in the residence halls? 
11. Do you think residence hall floors restricted to upperclassmen would be successful? 
Would this encourage more upperclassmen to remain in the halls? 
12. If the department offered upperclassmen floors at the south towers complex would this 
be an adequate trade-off over campus location such as Friley or Helser Halls? 
13. How important is employment in determining where you reside? 
14. How important is transportation in determining where you reside? 
15. How important is personal security in determining where you reside? 
16. How do the residence hall alcohol policies affect a person's choice to stay in or move 
fi-om the residence halls? 
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RESIDENCE HALL EXPERTS 
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List of residence hall experts used to review the preliminary questionnaire: 
Charles Frederiksen, Director of Residence, Iowa State University 
Past President, ACUHO-I 
Virginia Arthur, Ph. D., Assistant Director of Residence, Iowa State University 
Past Secretary, ACUHO-I 
Gary Schwartz, Assistant Director of Residence, Iowa State University 
Past Treasurer, ACUHO-I 
Carl Moen, Ph. D., Assistant Director of Residence, Iowa State University 
L. R. McFarlin, Assistant Director of Residence, Iowa State University 
Donald Whalen, Ph. D., Coordinator of Residence Life, Iowa State University 
Chair of Research Committee, ACUHO-I. 
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APPENDIX D 
INSTRUMENT FOR CONTENT VALIDATION 
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Constructs of Student Housing Selection 
Instrument Content Validation 
Directions; Each of the 154 items found on the questionnaire has been created to assess one of the II 
constructs listed on the Constructs of Student Housing Selection sheet attached. As you read each 
questionnaire item, place the construct number that is best measured by the item in the space provided. 
If you feel an item does not measure any of the constructs, place an X in the space provided. 
Write any suggestions for modifying statements in the blank lines following the items. 
Construct Best Questionnaire Item 
Measured 
By Item 
I. My academic program influenced where I live. 
2. Graduating is important to me and living where I do will help me meet this goal. 
3. A significant other influenced where I live. 
^4. I have a lot of friends that live in the residence halls. 
^5. I need to live in a place where I can concentrate on my academics and not be bothered. 
6. The walls where I live are too thin to keep noise out. 
7. I would not study as much as I currently do if I lived elsewhere. 
8. The people I live with must be good fiiends 
9. The food service represents a good value. 
10. I live where I do because of the job I hold. 
I I .  I  f e e l  l i k e  I ' m  p a r t  o f  t h e  c o l l e g e  c o m m u n i t y  b e c a u s e  o f  w h e r e  I  l i v e .  
12. I choose to reside where I have access to people at all times. 
13. I need to live where housekeeping and food service are provided for me. 
14. I can find an adequate place to study where I live. 
15. I have a sense of camaraderie with the people who live around me. 
16. I live where my personal safety is reasonably assured. 
17. I dislike having to be alert for the opposite sex on trips to the bathroom. 
18. I do not date at this time. 
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Construct Best Questionnaire Item 
Measured 
By Item 
19. I don't like the idea of having to move. 
^20. Paying for my housing expenses and tuition on one bill is good for me. 
^21. I feel lonely if people are not readily available where I live. 
22. I like living with people from different racial and ethnic backgrounds. 
22. I don't need a car where I live. 
24. I live where I do for employment purposes. 
25. The location of my housing to campus is a great advantage for me. 
26. I have to walk too far to get from my residence to campus. 
27. I am informed about and in touch with the campus. 
2S. I need to live where I am unrestricted by the people I live with. 
29. I like to be around people but I need time for myself too. 
^30. I have the ability to belong to an intramural sports team where I live, 
31. I don't sleep well unless I am alone. 
^32. The rules and regulations where I live are acceptable. 
33. I live where I do to get away from racial or ethnic harassment. 
34. Policies concerning alcohol consumption where I live are acceptable. 
^35. I don't have to worry about being responsible where I live. 
^36. I live where I do to get away from people who harass me for my religious beliefs. 
37. I control my own life by living where I do. 
38. I have to drive too far to get from my residence to campus. 
^39. I have a desire to find a more convenient place to live. 
^40. The residence halls represent a good value. 
^41. I need to live where rules and regulations are not big issues. 
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Construct Best Questionnaire Item 
Measured 
By Item 
42. I won't live anywhere that doesn't provide for my physical comfort. 
^43. I want the ability to pay all my living and tuition expenses on one bill. 
44. I feel more like an adult by living where I do. 
^45. I believe I am better prepared for life after college by living where I do. 
46. Where I live does not affect how I perform academically. 
47. Paying my monthly living expenses makes me feel like I am in control of my own life. 
48. I like not having to do grocery shopping or preparing my own meals. 
^49. I have adequate access to classrooms, computers, and the library. 
^50. I feel more intellectually stimulated by living where I do. 
^51. I need to live where I have unlimited access to my living accommodations. 
^52. I would not feel I had someone to fall back on if I needed help with personal or other 
problems. 
53. Living where I do reduces distractions that allows me to focus on my academics. 
^54. Too many people who live with or near me do not have the same concern for academics that I 
do. 
^55. I don't need anyone telling me how to live. 
56. The people I live with share my concern for academic accomplishment. 
57. I believe the lifestyle I lead in my current living arrangement is conducive to my emotional 
needs. 
^58. I have more opportunities for intellectual stimulation by living where I do. 
59. 1 have a lot of friends that live off campus. 
^60. I feel free to engage in political activities I support. 
^61. I like the people Hive with. 
62. My academic program influenced where 1 chose to live. 
^63. I can get more accomplished by living where 1 do. 
^64. I feel a deep sense of affiliation with the people around me where 1 live. 
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Construct Best Questionnaire Item 
Measured 
By Item 
^65. I have developed a sense of pride by living where I do. 
^66. I don't deal well with other peoples' habits. 
(n. I like to be around people but 1 need time for myself too. 
^68. I like having adequate space for tlie things I own. 
(>9. I live where I do so that I can get the variety I need in meals. 
70. I am distressed by the lack of space I have for my personal belongings. 
71. I don't sleep well unless I am alone. 
72. I am a person who copes well with change. 
73. I dread sharing living space with a lot of people. 
74. My food needs are not being adequately met where I live. 
15. There is too much noise where 1 live. 
76. I like living where there is always something going on. 
11. I hate change. 
78. I am a person who must have privacy. 
79. I need to eat on my own schedule. 
80. My parents would not pay for my living expenses if I lived elsewhere. 
81. I like living where I don't have to do much housecleaning. 
82. I like to spend time by myself 
83. I can study only when I am by myself 
^84. My need to be around people offsets my need for privacy. 
85. Where I live makes me feel comfortable and secure. 
^86. Where I live I have the opportunity to spend time by myself 
87. I live where I do because people harass me for my gender orientation. 
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Construct Best Questionnaire Item 
Measured 
By Item 
88. Not having to worry about hving arrangements and food saves me time for other activities. 
89. My parents encouraged me to live where I do. 
^90. It is too expensive to live elsewhere. 
91. Where I live is not really important as long as I am happy. 
92. I like the stimulation of living with people with diverse origins. 
93. I am deeply committed to a significant other. 
94. Sharing living space with lots of people is fun. 
^95. Living where I do is less costly than living elsewhere. 
96. Most of the students I live with have values that are similar to mine. 
91. Cost does not affect where I live. 
98. My fnends have very little influence over significant decisions in my life. 
^99. I believe living off campus is less costly than living elsewhere. 
ICQ. The people I live with like to attend sporting events with me. 
101. Religious activities are easier to attend where I live. 
102. Off-campus living represents a good value. 
103. Where I live saves me money on transportation. 
104. My involvement in professional/academic clubs on campus substitute for other social 
activities. 
105. Where 1 live saves me time. 
106. I would not eat as much if 1 lived somewhere other dian where I currently live. 
107. I probably would not eat food that was as good for me I if I lived elsewhere. 
108. I won't live anywhere that isn't well maintained. 
109. I consider myself to be a very adaptable person. 
110. My class and/or work schedule interferes with my meals. 
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Construct Best Questionnaire Item 
Measured 
By Item 
111. Access to meals is a problem where I live. 
112. I do not like having other people around when I am using bathroom and shower facilities. 
113. I am not satisfied with the privacy I have when using bathroom and shower facilities. 
114. I fear for my personal safety where I live. 
115. I have ready access to laundry facilities where I live. 
116. The room I have for living space is too small. 
_117. Persons living around me show no respect for my need for peace and quiet. 
_118. Living in an aesthetic space is important to me. 
119. I prefer living with someone rather than being by myself 
120. I don't feel comfortable around other people. 
121. 1 worry about sexual advances in my living arrangements. 
122. I live where I do so that I can eat when I want to. 
123. I feel more secure living around a lot of people I know. 
124. I believe the lifestyle I lead in my current living arrangement is conducive to my physical 
needs. 
125. 1 probably would not have living arrangements as nice as 1 currently have if 1 lived 
elsewhere. 
126. I am a person that needs to be around a lot of people. 
127. I feel free to practice my religious beliefs. 
128. I would not feel as involved with the college community if I lived elsewhere. 
129. I live where I do to be involved in community governance. 
130. I live where I do because I have a lot of personal belongings. 
131. I can be more independent by living where I do. 
132. 1 need a lot of space. 
133. I want opportunities to participate in campus events. 
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Construct Best Questionnaire Item 
Measured 
By Item 
134. The people I live with positively influence my attitudes and values. 
135. The fnendships I have keep me involved in social activities. 
136. The people I live with attend cultural events with me. 
137. I find it easier to practice my religious beliefs by living where 1 do. 
138. I will know how to take better care of myself by living where 1 do. 
139. I need to have university computer access where 1 live. 
140. The social activities available to me where 1 live are not satisfactory. 
141. I don't need recreation and fitness centers near my residence. 
142. I need to have a room to myself 
143. My housing environment prevents me from entertaining persons with different racial or 
edinic backgrounds. 
144. My financial aid would not provide me with enough money to live elsewhere. 
145. I like being able to share e.xperiences with many different types of people. 
146. I live where I do because 1 am involved in many activities 
147. I have a significant other living in similar housing. 
148. Friends firom home influenced my decision to live where 1 now reside. 
149. Where I live saves me money on food. 
150. My parents have very little influence over major decision in my life. 
151. At this stage in my academic career social activities are not that important. 
152. Friends on campus influenced my decision to live where I now reside. 
153. I consider the meals I eat to be a negative aspect about where I live. 
154. I live where I do because people harass me for my political beliefs. 
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APPENDIX E 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Housing Choices: 
Why Do You Live Where You Do? 
Department of Residence 
Iowa State University 
Part I. INSTRUCTIONS: The following statements identify potential factors which may have 
affected your current choice of housing. Please rate your level of agreement with each statement by 
checking the one most appropriate response. 
Use the following response categories in determining your response: 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree S = Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. Living where I do is less costly than living elsewhere. • • • • • 
2. 1 feel more like an adult by living where I do. • • • • • 
3. Where I live does not affect how I perform academically. • • • • • 
4. I don't need anyone telling me how to live. • • • • • 
5. 1 have a lot of friends who live off campus. • • • • • 
6. I like the people I live with. • • • • • 
7. I live where I do so that I can get the variet\' 1 need in meals. • • • • • 
8. I have to walk too far to get from my residence to campus. • • • • • 
9. There is too much noise where I live. • • • • • 
10. Where I live makes me feel comfortable and secure. • • • • • 
11. 1 have a desire to fmd a more convenient place to live. • • • • • 
12. Graduating is important to me and living where I do will help me meet this goal. • • • • • 
13. Cost does not affect where I live. • • • • • 
14. I need to live in a place where I can concentrate on my studies. • • • • • 
15. A significant other influenced where I live. • • • • • 
16. I live where my personal safety is reasonably assured. • • • • • 
17. I have a lot of friends who live in the residence halls. • • • • • 
18. I am unhappy with the lack of space I have for my personal belongings. • • • • • 
19. If I lived elsewhere I would not study as much as I currently do. • • • • • 
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree S = Strongly Agree 
20. I spend too much money on food tliat I do not eat. 
1 
• 
2 
• 
3 
• 
4 
• 
5 
• 
21. I feel in control of my own life by living where 1 do. • • • • • 
22. I live where I do because of the job 1 hold. • • • • • 
23. I have an adequate place to study where I live. • • • • • 
24. I fmd that living with or near people from different ethnic 
backgrounds to be stimulating. 
• • • • • 
25. I dislike having to be alert for the opposite se.\ on trips to the bathroom. • • • • • 
26. I don't like the idea of having to move. • • • • • 
27. I rarely feel lonely by living where I do. • • • • • 
28. I don't need a car where I live. • • • • • 
29. I like to spend time by myself • • • • • 
30. I am informed about and in touch with the campus activities. • • • • • 
31. I need to live where I feel unrestricted by the people with whom I live. • • • • • 
32. I like to be around people but I need time for myself too. • • • • • 
33. I have the ability to belong to an intramural sports team where I live. • • • • • 
34. Policies concerning alcohol consumption where I live are acceptable. • • • • • 
35. I don't feel comfortable around other people. • • • • • 
36. I don't have to worry about being responsible where 1 live. • • • • • 
37. I live where I do to avoid harassment and discrimination against me. • • • • • 
38. The place where I live isn't well maintained. • • • • • 
39. I have to drive too far to get from my residence to campus. • • • • • 
40. I have a sense of camaraderie with the people who live around me. • • • • • 
41. The residence halls represent a good value. • • • • • 
42. Presstires firom outside of Ames cause me to have a lower grade point average. • • • • • 
43. I like being able to pay all my living and tuition expenses on one bill. • • • • • 
44. I believe I am better prepared for life after college by living where I do. • • • • • 
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1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree S = Strongly Agree 
45. I like not having to do grocery shopping or preparing my own meals. 
1 
• 
2 
• 
3 
• 
4 
• 
5 
• 
46. I have adequate access to classrooms, computers, and the library. • • • • • 
47. I need to live where I have unlimited access to my living accommodations. • • • • • 
48. I feel I have someone to fall back on if I need help with personal problems. • • • • • 
49. Off-campus living represents good value. • • • • • 
50. I believe my living arrangements help meet my emotional needs. • • • • • 
51. I feel free to engage in political activities 1 support. • • • • • 
52. I have developed a sense of pride by living where 1 do. • • • • • 
53. I don't deal well with other peoples' habits. • • • • • 
54. Too many people who live with or near me do not have the same concern for 
academics that I do. 
• • • • • 
55. I have more opportunities for intellectual stimulation by living where I do. • • • • • 
56. I am a person who copes well with change. • • • • • 
57. I dread sharing living space with a lot of people. • • • • • 
58. I like living where there is always something going on. • • • • • 
59. My parents would not pay for my living e.\penses if I lived elsewhere. • • • • • 
60. I like living where I don't have to do much housecleaning. • • • • • 
61. At this stage in my academic career social activities are not that important. • • • • • 
62. I can study only when 1 am by myself • • • • • 
63. Where I live I have the opportunity to spend time by myself. • • • • • 
64. Pressures from outside of Ames decrease my social life at ISU. • • • • • 
65. Close relatives encouraged me to live where 1 do. • • • • • 
66. Where I live is not really important as long as 1 am happy. • • • • • 
67. Sharing living space with lots of people is easy for me. • • • • • 
68. The people I live with positively influence my attitudes and values. • • • • • 
69. Living where I do reduces distractions and allows me to focus on my academics. • • • • • 
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1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree S = Strongly Agree 
70. The rules and regulations where I live are acceptable. 
1 
• 
2 
• 
3 
• 
4 
• 
5 
• 
71. Friends from my hometown have no influence over significant decisions in my life. • • • • • 
72. The people I live with like to attend sporting events with me. • • • • • 
73. Where I live saves me money on transportation. • • • • • 
74. My involvement in professional/academic clubs on campus substitutes for 
social activities. 
• • • • • 
75. I would not eat as much if I lived somewhere other than where I currently live. • • • • • 
76. I probably would not eat food that was as good for me lif I lived elsewhere. • • • • • 
77. I consider myself to be a very adaptable person. • • • • • 
78. Access to meals is a problem where I live. • • • • • 
79. I am not satisfied with the privacy I have when using bathroom and 
shower facilities. 
• • • • • 
80. The people 1 live with must be good friends. • • • • • 
81. My academic program influenced where 1 live. • • • • • 
82. I have ready access to laundiy facilities where I live. • • • • • 
83. Living in a visually appealing space is important to me. • • • • • 
84. I prefer living with someone rather than being by myself. • • • • • 
85. I worry about sexual advances where 1 live. • • • • • 
86. I live where I do so that 1 can eat when I want to. • • • • • 
87. I believe my current living arrangement meets my physical needs. • • • • • 
88. I would not feel as involved with the college community if 1 lived elsewhere. • • • • • 
89. I live where I do to be involved in community governance. • • • • • 
90. I can be more independent by living where I do. • • • • • 
91. Persons living around me show no respect for my need for peace and quiet. • • • • • 
92. 1 want opportunities to participate in campus events. • • • • • 
93. My financial situation does not provide me with enough money to live elsewhere. • • • • • 
94. The fnendships 1 have keep me involved in social activities. • • • • • 
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1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neutral 4 = Agree 5 = Strongly Agree 
95. I need to live where housekeeping and food service are provided for me. 
1 
• 
2 
• 
3 
• 
4 
• 
5 
• 
96. The people I live with attend cultural events with me. • • • • • 
97. I need to have university computer access where I live. • O • • • 
98. The social activities available to me where I live are not satisfactory. • • • • • 
99. I probably would not have living arrangements as nice as 1 currently have 
if I lived elsewhere. 
• • • • • 
100. I live where I do to get away from racial or ethnic harassment. • • • • • 
101. I don't need recreation and Htness centers near my residence. • • • • • 
102. I need to have my own room. • • • • • 
103. I like being able to share experiences with many different types of people. • • • • • 
104. My housing environment prevents me from entertaining persons with 
different racial or ethnic backgrounds. 
• • • • • 
105. Friends from home influenced my decision to live where 1 now reside. • • • • • 
106. The location of my housing to campus is a great advantage for me. • • • • • 
107. Where I live allows me to save money on food. • • • • • 
108. My parents have very little influence over major decisions in my life. • • • • • 
109. I find it easier to practice my religious beliefs by living where 1 do. • • • • • 
110. The room I have for living space is too small. • • • • • 
111. I consider the quality of the meals 1 eat to be a negative aspect about where I live. • • • • • 
112. Friends at Iowa State influenced my decision to live where I now reside. • • • • • 
Please continue to the next page. 
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Part 2. INSTRUCTIONS: Circle one answer for items 1, 2, and 3; then answer items 4 
through 7. 
1. Gender; 
1. Male 
2. Female 
2. Classification; 
1. Freshman 
2. Sophomore 
3. Junior 
4. Senior 
5. Other, please specify 
3. Current residence; 
1. Ofif campus 
2. Residence liall 
4. Provide your current grade point average. 
5. Provide your birth date. 
6. What is your typical credit load each semester? 
7. Answer the two questions below by writing dollar figures on each blank line adjacent to the question. 
Housing Food 
What do you spend per month? $ $ 
What could you afford to spend per month? $ $ 
Please continue to the next page. 
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Part 3. INSTRUCTIONS: Rank the following statements based upon the influence each had 
in determining where you currently live. 
Rank the statements from 1 to II where 
rank 1 is most important and rank 11 is least important. 
Use each rank only once. 
I want a living arrangement that allows me time and opportunities for non-academic activities. 
I want a living space that provides for my privacy. 
I want a living space that provides for my physical needs of food, shelter, and other amenities. 
I want a living environment that helps me get a higher grade point average. 
I want a living space where friendships and social interactions are likely. 
I want a living space that gives me my money's worth. 
I want a living space that is convenient. 
I want a living space that is acceptable to (a) person(s) I know who live outside the college 
community. 
I want a living space that provides for my comfort and well-being. 
I want a living space where I can exercise my independence. 
I want a living space that has a variety of living situations and people. 
Please check that you have answered all questions. Thank you for your response. 
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APPENDIX F 
TABLE OF SPECIFICATIONS 
Construct Item # 
Value 1 13 20 41 49 73 93 107 
Independence 2 4 21 31 34 36 44 45 70 90 
Social 5 6 17 27 40 61 68 80 94 98 112 
Integration 
Facilities & 7 18 23 38 46 78 82 83 95 97 99 101 110 111 
Services 
Convenience 8 11 22 26 28 39 43 47 60 86 106 
Quality of Life 9 10 16 25 37 48 50 52 66 75 76 85 87 100 104 109 
Academic 3 12 19 30 54 55 69 81 
Integration 
Privacy 14 29 32 57 62 63 79 91 102 
Extracurricular 33 51 58 72 74 88 89 92 96 
Activities 
External 15 42 59 64 65 71 105 108 
Influences 
Personal 24 35 53 56 67 77 84 103 
Acclimation 
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APPENDIX G 
LETTERS TO SUBJECTS 
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Iowa State University Department of Residence 
Of Science and Technology Administrative Services 
1215 Friley Hall 
515 294-2900 
Fax 515 294-0623 
September 24, 1993 
Dear Iowa Stater, 
We need your help. The Department of Residence is conducting a survey to determine 
why upperclassmen students choose to live where they do. Through the survey we want 
to identify factors that you find important in selecting where you live. As a former 
resident, your response is particularly important to us. Your responses will be compared 
with those of upperclassmen who currently reside in the residence halls. We expect the 
survey findings to play an important role in planning as the Department of Residence and 
off-campus housing developers consider student needs for housing and related services in 
the future. 
Please set aside some time in the next week to answer the enclosed postage paid 
questionnaire. It should not take you more than 15 minutes to complete. When you are 
finished please tape the questionnaire closed and return via the postal service. We want to 
assure you that your responses will be kept confidential. If you have any questions about 
this study, call David Popelka at 294-2900 during business hours. We look forward to 
receiving your completed booklet by October 4, 1993. 
This is your chance to help shape student housing services in Ames. Please participate! 
We look forward to receiving your response. 
Sincerely, 
Charles F. Frederiksen 
Director of Residence 
David M. Popelka 
Business Manager 
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Iowa State University 
Of Science and Technology 
Department of Residence 
Administrative Services 
1215 Friley Hall 
515 294-2900 
Fax 515 294-0623 
September 24, 1993 
(Student's full name) 
(inside address) 
Dear (Student's first name), 
We need your help. The Department of Residence is conducting a survey to determine 
why upperclassmen students choose to live where they do. Through the survey we want 
to identify factors that you find important in selecting where you live. As a current 
resident, your response is particularly important to us. Your responses will be compared 
with those of upperclassmen who have moved from the residence halls to live off campus. 
We expect the survey findings to play an important role in planning as the Department of 
Residence considers student needs for housing and related services in the future. 
Please set aside some time in the next week to answer the enclosed questionnaire. It 
should not take you more than 15 minutes to complete. When you are finished, please 
return the questionnaire to your RA. We want to assure you that your responses will be 
kept confidential. If you have any questions about this study, call David Popelka at 294-
2900 during business hours. We look forward to receiving your completed booklet by 
October 4, 1993. 
This is your chance to help shape student housing services at the University. We look 
forward to receiving your response. 
Sincerely, 
Charles F. Frederiksen 
Director of Residence 
David M. Popelka 
Business Manager 
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Iowa State University 
Of Science and Technology 
Department of Residence 
Administrative Services 
1215 Friiey Hall 
515 294-2900 
Fax 515 294-0623 
October?, 1993 
Dear Iowa Stater, 
Within the last two weeks, a survey was mailed to you that was designed to identify 
factors that you find important in selecting where you live. Since your survey booklet was 
not returned by Monday, October 4, we are mailing you another copy. If you have 
already responded and the results are crossing in the mail, please disregard this second 
letter. If you have not returned the first survey booklet, please take some time to 
complete the postage paid survey booklet enclosed in this mailing. When you are 
finished, tape the questionnaire closed and return via the postal service. If it would be 
more convenient for someone to pick up the questionnaire fi-om you, please call the 
Administrative Office in 1215 Friiey Hall, at 294-2900 during business hours to arrange 
for someone to pick up the survey from you. 
The success of this research project depends on you sharing your beliefs as they pertain to 
student housing accommodations. The results from this survey are expected to aid in the 
planning of fijture student housing services both on and off campus. 
Your opinions are important! Please set aside 15 minutes to complete the survey this 
week. We look forward to hearing from you soon. 
Sincerely, 
Charles F. Frederiksen 
Director of Residence 
David M. Popelka 
Business Manager 
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Iowa State University 
Of Science and Technology 
Department of Residence 
Administrative Services 
1215 FrileyHall 
515 294-2900 
Fax 515 294-0623 
October?, 1993 
Dear Student Name, 
Within the last two weeks, a survey was mailed to you that was designed to identify 
factors that you find important in selecting where you live. Since your survey booklet was 
not returned by Monday, October 4, we are mailing you another copy. If you have 
already responded and returned the completed booklet to your RA, please disregard this 
second letter. If you have not returned the first survey booklet, please take some time to 
complete the survey booklet enclosed in this mailing. When you are finished, tape the 
questionnaire closed and retur n to either your RA, your local complex office, or drop into 
the U.S. Mail. The survey booklet is postage paid. 
The success of this research project depends on you sharing your beliefs as they pertain to 
student housing accommodations. The results from this survey are expected to aid in the 
planning of fiiture student housing services both on and off campus. So far, over 300 
upperclassmen residents have completed the survey. Please be sure your opinions are 
taken into consideration by completing the survey. 
Your opinions are important! Please set aside 15 minutes to complete the survey this 
week. We look forward to hearing from you soon. 
Sincerely, 
Charles F. Frederiksen 
Director of Residence 
David M. Popelka 
Business Manager 
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Audix message to RAs who did not return any housing option surveys. 
This is a message from David Popelka, Business Manager, for the Department of 
Residence. 
During the last week of September, Charles Frederiksen and I delivered to all RAs survey 
packets that were directed at upperclassmen living on your floor. The survey attempts to 
assess why students choose to live where they do. It is hoped that this study will provide 
us with information that will lead to a greater retention of upperclassmen students in the 
residence halls. The response to date has been fairly good. We have received responses 
from 274 student residents out of the total sample of 660 persons. This represents a 
return rate of 41.5% percent. In order for the survey results to be truly representative of 
the student residents, we need a much higher return rate. 
The reason I am contacting you today is because I '^ave not received any completed 
survey packets from your house. If you have been holding onto the completed surveys 
please turn them in to the complex office as soon as possible. If you have encountered 
problems in distributing the surveys or are in need of additional blank survey forms, please 
contact either your complex secretary or you may contact me directly by calling the 
Administrative Office in 1215 Friley at 294-2900. 
If you have any questions about the surveys please feel free to give me a call. 
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Iowa State University 
Of Science and Technology 
Department of Residence 
Administrative Services 
1215 Friley Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50012-0003 
515 294-2900 September 23, 1993 
Dear Resident Assistant; 
Thank you for your willingness to assist me with the Housing Options Survey project. 
Attached to this letter are the survey packets to be delivered to your residents. For your 
own information, I have provided you with a copy of the letter going to each resident and 
a list of all residents receiving a survey in your house. The letter explains the purpose of 
the survey and has been personally addressed and signed by Chuck Frederiksen and I. 
To administer the survey, I ask that you do the following: 
1. Personally deliver the survey packet to your residents as soon as possible. 
2. Encourage the residents to return the survey. It is very important that we get a high 
number of survey returns in order to use the results for department planning. 
3. Remind the resident to try to complete the survey by Monday, October 4. Please 
continue to accept any surveys that come to you after that date. 
4. Request that the completed survey be returned to you. 
5. On Tuesday, October 5, please begin following up with residents who did not return 
the completed surveys to you. Encourage them to complete the survey. If they 
indicate they will not complete the survey, you have done all you can. 
6. Return all completed surveys to your complex office as you receive them. 
Your efforts in this project are greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
David Popelka 
Business Manager 
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Time is running out...we need your response! 
Have you mailed your questionnaire related to "Student Housuig Choices"? Your response is needed in order to plan 
etlectively for student housing needs in Ames. 
Because it is important your responses are included in the study, please complete tlie attached return postal card 
indicating when your completed questionnaire can be expected. 
Charles F. Frederiksen David M. Popelka 
Director of Residence Business Manager 
Department of Residence 
Iowa State University 
Ames, la S0012 
David Popelka 
1215 Friley Hall 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50012 
I have already mailed the questionnaire. 
I will plan to complete the questionnaire within the next 
two days and mail it to you. 
Something happened to my questionnaire. Please send 
another and I will complete it. 
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APPENDIX H 
REGRESSION CLASSIFICATION TABLES 
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Classification Table for the Full Model 
Predicted 
Off Campus On Campus Total 
Observed Off Campus 305 9 314 
On Campus 9 372 381 
Total 314 381 695 
Total % Predicted Correctly = 
Off Campus % Predicted Correctly = 
On Campus % Predicted Correctly = 
Off Campus % False Prediction = 
On Campus % False Prediction = 
305+372/695 = 97.4% 
305/314= 97.1% 
372/381 = 97.6% 
9/314= 2.9% 
9/381 = 2.4% 
Classification Table for the Main Effects Model 
Predicted 
Off Campus On Campus Total 
Observed Off Campus 288 26 314 
On Campus 20 361 381 
Total 308 387 695 
Total % Predicted Correctly = 
Off Campus % Predicted Correctly = 
On Campus % Predicted Correctly = 
Off Campus % False Prediction = 
On Campus % False Prediction = 
288+361/695 = 93.4% 
288/314= 91.7% 
361/381 = 94.8% 
20/314= 6.5% 
26/381 = 6.7% 
Classification Table for the Reduced Main Effects Model 
Predicted 
Off Campus On Campus Total 
Observed Off Campus 298 24 322 
On Campus 19 365 384 
Total 317 389 706 
Total % Predicted Correctly = 298+365/706 = 93.9% 
Off Campus % Predicted Correctly = 298/322 = 92.5% 
On Campus % Predicted Correctly = 365/384 = 95.1% 
Off Campus % False Prediction = 19/317= 6.0% 
On Campus % False Prediction = 24/389 = 6.2% 
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Classification Table for the Demographic Variables Model 
Predicted 
Off Campus On Campus Total 
Observed Off Campus 305 22 327 
On Campus 8 387 395 
Total 313 409 722 
Total % Predicted Correctly = 305+387/722 95.8% 
Off Campus % Predicted Correctly = 305/327 = 93.3% 
On Campus % Predicted Correctly = 387/395 = 98.0% 
Off Campus % False Prediction = 8/313 = 2.6% 
On Campus % False Prediction = 22/409 = 5.4% 
Classification Table for the Demographic Variables Less Monthly Expenses 
Predicted 
Off Campus On Campus Total 
Observed Off Campus 160 167 327 
On Campus 121 274 395 
Total 281 441 722 
Total % Predicted Correctly = 160+274/722 60.1% 
Off Campus % Predicted Correctly = 160/327 = 48.9% 
On Campus % Predicted Correctly = 274/395 = 69.4% 
Off Cam.pus % False Prediction = 121/281 = 43.1% 
On Campus % False Prediction = 167/441 = 37.9% 
